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INTRODUCTION

Johns-Manville Sales Corporation (now Manville Sales Corporation) is conducting a
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) for the 120-acre waste disposal
area at its Waukegan, Illinois manufacturing plant. Manville is performing this
work under the terms of a Consent Order with U.S. EPA Region 5 that was signed on
June 14, 1984 (United States Bankruptcy Court, 1984). EPA approved the RI report
(KMA, 1985a) in November 1985. In December 1985, Manville and their consultant,
Kumar Malhotra & Associates, Inc. (KMA), held preliminary discussions with EPA
concerning potential remedial alternatives for the site. Manville and KMA submitted
a Feasibility Study Report that evaluates these alternatives in February 1986 (KMA,
1986).

PRC Environmental Management, Inc. and INTERA Technologies, Inc. previously reviewed
the draft and final RI reports for the site and took part in the preliminary discus-
sions of remedial alternatives. As part of our continuing assistance to EPA under
TES 2 Work Assignment No. 234, PRC and INTERA reviewed the FS report. We considered
the following factors in this review:

o Effectiveness of remedial alternatives in eliminating environmental
releases from the site

o Technical adequacy of remedial alternatives and applicability to site
conditions

o Compliance of remedial alternatives with requirements of the National Oil
and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) (U.S. EPA,
1985b)

In addition, we evaluated the report for conformance with EPA's Guidance on Feasibil-
ity Studies under CERCLA (U.S. EPA, 1985a) and with the terms of the Consent Order.

DISCUSSION

The disposal area comprises 120 acres of the 300-acre Waukegan plant site. There
are four currently active units within the disposal area:

o A series of unlined settling and filtration basins that treat and recycle
process wastewater

o A disposal pit for sludge removed from the settling basins
1



r r
o An asbestos disposal pit
o A disposal pit for non-asbestos plant wastes

PRC and INTERA assumed in this review that the four active units do not treat
or dispose of hazardous wastes as defined under RCRA (40 CFR 261) . We also assumed
that these units are managed in compliance with all applicable federal, state, and
local regulations, since it is beyond the scope of work for this assignment to make
such a determination.

The FS report (KMA, 1986) presents an accurate summary of the problems caused by
past waste disposal practices at the Manville Waukegan plant. The major problem
identified in the RI report (KMA, 1985a) is the airborne dispersal of contaminants
from the site. Air emissions are caused by current activities in the disposal area
or by wind erosion of inactive portions of the disposal area. The RI report identi-
fied asbestos and lead as the contaminants of most concern. Air monitoring studies
conducted during the RI showed elevated on-site air concentrations of asbestos
compared to off-site concentrations. Lead concentrations in air were measured in a
separate study (KMA, 1985b). These study results indicated that on-site air concen-
trations of lead were no higher than off-site concentrations. All lead concentra-
tions measured were below the National Ambient Air Quality Standard for lead of 1.5
ug/ms.

The RI also investigated potential ground-water contamination at the site. The
potential sources of contamination were identified as process water seepage from the
settling ponds, infiltration to the ground water through the sludge disposal pit,
and infiltration to the ground water through soils containing contaminants such as
lead.

Sampling results subsequent to the RI report indicated that the process water was
of relatively good quality (KMA, 1985b). A complete ion analysis was not performed,
so the process water might still contain constituents that have not been identified.
However, no major ions seemed to be missing from the analysis, and contaminants of
most concern, metal cations and organics, had negligible concentrations. Thus,
seepage of process water to the ground water should be of little concern in design-
ing remedial alternatives.



Seepage or infiltration through the sludge pit was not demonstrated to have a
significant effect on ground-water quality. However, sample results from the two
monitoring wells closest to the sludge disposal area indicate higher total dissolved
solids (specific conductivity) and carbonate contents than samples from the other
three on-site wells.

The FS report presents a detailed evaluation of five remedial alternatives. These
alternatives were developed to fit the five categories of remedial alternatives
required by 40 CFR 300.68(f). The categories and alternatives are as follows:

1. No action alternative. The no action alternative proposed by the FS report
includes provisions for ground-water monitoring of the waste disposal
area.

2. An appropriate alternative that does not attain applicable or relevant
standards. The FS report proposes grading the site, applying a 3-inch
soil cover on most surfaces, followed by fertilizing and seeding.

3. An alternative that attains applicable or relevant standards. The FS
report proposes grading the site, applying a 6-inch compacted cover on
most surfaces, applying a 3-inch cover of top soil, followed by fertilizing
and seeding. The 6-inch compacted cover meets the requirements for
inactive asbestos disposal areas as specified by the National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) in 40 CFR 61 . 153.

4. An alternative that exceeds applicable or relevant standards. The FS
report proposes constructing an on-site landfill. All wastes in the
disposal area would be excavated and placed in this landfill. The landfill
will be designed to meet RCRA double liner requirements and will include
leachate collection and detection systems.

5. An alternative for treatment or disposal at an off-site facility. The FS
report proposes excavating all wastes within the disposal area and trans-
porting these wastes to an off-site landfill.

The FS report evaluates each alternative in detail according to the criteria outlined
in 40 CFR 300.68(h). These criteria include cost (including operation and mainte-
nance costs), technical feasibility, effectiveness in minimizing threats to the
environment, adverse effects of implementing the alternative, compliance with



regulations and standards, and time required to implement the alternative. This
evaluation appears to comply fully with the requirements of the NCP. Additionally,
the FS report covers all considerations required by EPA's Guidance on Feasibility
Studies under CERCLA and the requirements stipulated in paragraph IV of the Consent
Order.

The FS report recommends that the third alternative listed above be chosen for
remedial action at the site. This alternative (6-inch compacted soil cover followed
by top soil and revegetation) will address inactive portions of the 120-acre disposal
area; the waste management units within the disposal area that are currently used
will remain active. The soil cover and vegetation alternative would reduce future
releases of airborne contaminants from the disposal area, assuming that the cover
and vegetation are adequately maintained.

This alternative will also provide some measure of ground-water protection. The
compacted cover and the regrading of the site will reduce infiltration of precipita-
tion. The alternative includes annual surface and ground-water monitoring for a
period of 30 years. Thus, there would be some means to detect potential future
ground-water problems. Although the alternatives for on-site and off-site land-
filling would provide greater ground-water protection, they would also require more
extensive excavation of the site. This could lead to increased air emissions of
asbestos during remedial action, offsetting some of ground-water protection benefits.

During this work assignment, we also reviewed EPA CERCLA enforcement actions that
have been taken at other asbestos disposal areas. Our review included NPL, proposed
NPL, and non-NPL sites in EPA Regions 1, 2, 3, and 9. Although few of these sites
have gone completely through the RI/FS process, several sites are now in the early
stages of an RI. At most of the sites, EPA has taken removal actions under 40
CFR 300.65.

All removal actions and remedial actions that we reviewed consisted of the applica-
tion of cover over the asbestos disposal sites. We are not aware of any site where
EPA required a large scale excavation of disposed asbestos-containing material. The
depth of soil cover applied to the various sites has ranged from 6 inches to 5 feet.
In most cases, EPA has required a cover in excess of the minimum 6-inch thickness
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plus vegetation specified by NESHAP. EPA has been reluctant to accept the NESHAP
minimum cover because of concerns about the long-term effects of erosion and con-
tinued site use (Dalton, 1985).

Recent guidance issued by EPA's Office of Solid Waste (OSW) (U.S. EPA, 1985c>
recommends a minimum cover thickness of 30 inches for final closure of an asbestos
disposal area. This recommendation is based partly on work done by the Army Corps of
Engineers (COE) at the Cold Regions Research Laboratory in Hanover, New Hampshire.
Research has shown that the action of freezing and thawing of the ground can cause an
upward migration of pebbles, rocks, and asbestos-containing materials. As a result,
the COE recommended a 30-inch cover for New England asbestos sites (Dalton, 1985;
Groulx, 1986). To prevent freeze-thaw effects, the top of the asbestos layer
should be below the mean freeze line in the soil after the cover has been installed.

The remedial alternative recommended by the FS report is consistent with previous
EPA enforcement actions at asbestos sites in that it leaves the waste in place.
However, the thickness of the proposed cover is not consistent with recent OSW
guidance and with most other removal and remedial actions implemented under CERCLA.
The Johns-Manville disposal area is located in an area that has a climate similar to
that of New England. Thus, the COE recommendations concerning freeze-thaw effects
should also be considered. In light of all of these factors, it may be appropriate
to apply a cover thicker than the one recommended by the FS report.

\
Covering with vegetation appears to be the most cost-effective remedial action. It
provides substantially equivalent protection to either of the landfilling alterna-
tives at a much lower cost. KMA's recommended alternative is estimated to cost $3.1
million (present worth, discounted at 10 percent over 30 years). This is more
than an order-of-magnitude lower than the estimated costs for on-site landfilling
($38.6 million) or off-site landfilling ($70.6 million). Increasing the thickness of
the cover would increase the cost of the recommended alternative; however, the cost
would still be lower than either of the landfilling alternatives.

We would suggest two additional measures to improve the alternative recommended by
the FS report. First, the alternative calls for air monitoring by means of personal
samplers during waste handling and grading operations. The purpose of this monitor-



ing is to evaluate worker exposures on-site. We suggest the addition of ambient air
monitoring at the plant property lines or at the edges of the disposal area. This
would allow Manville to assess the potential for off-site migration of airborne
asbestos during remedial activities, since this is equally of concern. If the
results of this monitoring indicate problems, dust control measures for waste
handling and grading could be adjusted accordingly. Second, if the sludge disposal
area will be closed in the near future, we suggest that a cover of reduced permeabil-
ity (higher clay content) be considered for this area. Of the active waste disposal
units, the sludge disposal area seems to be the most likely potential source of
future groundwater contamination. Application of a reduced permeability cover would
add a level of protection at little additional cost.

Additional specific comments concerning the Feasibility Study Report are included in
Attachment A to this report.

SUMMARY

The Feasibility Study Report submitted by Manville and KMA satisfies applicable
requirements of the NCP, EPA's Guidance on Feasibility Studies under CERCLA, and the
terms of the Consent Order between Manville and U.S. EPA Region 5. With the excep-
tion of the no action alternative, all alternatives should reduce air emissions of
asbestos from the disposal area. This was the primary concern identified during the
RI for this site. Ground-water protection is a secondary concern at the site since
sampling results to date have shown negligible contamination. Again, with the
exception of the no action alternative, all proposed remedial alternatives should
provide some measure of ground-water protection. The on-site and off-site landfill-
ing would provide the greatest ground-water protection but would also have the
largest negative impact during implementation.

KMA selected "soil covering with vegetation" as the recommended remedial alterna-
tive. This alternative involves regrading the inactive areas of the site and
applying a 6-inch compacted soil cover that complies with NESHAP requirements. This
would be followed by a 3-inch top soil layer that would be revegetated with grass
and shrubs. The alternative also includes ground-water monitoring of the disposal
area and surface water monitoring of Lake Michigan for up to 30 years. The soil
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covering with vegetation alternative addresses the site problems indentified during
the RI. Estimated costs for this alternative are substantially lower than either of
the landfilling alternatives.

We agree that covering the asbestos-containing waste in place is preferrable to the
large scale excavation that would be required for off-site or on-site landfilling.
However, the thickness of the cover proposed in the FS is not consistent with recent

tOffice of Solid Waste guidance on final closure of asbestos disposal areas. This
guidance recommends a minimum cover thickness of 30 inches. In previous CERCLA
enforcement cases involving asbestos disposal sites, EPA has generally required a
cover thicker than the one proposed in the FS. We recommend that the FS consider an
additional remedial alternative. This alternative should include a thicker cover
that is more in line with EPA policy and guidance.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON
FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT

JOHNS-MANVILLE DISPOSAL AREA
WAUKEGAN, ILLINOIS

Page Comment
1-1 We do not agree with the statement (2nd paragraph) that on-site air

quality does not appear to be affected by releases of asbestos. The
fact that asbestos concentrations were higher on-site than off-site indi-
cates that there is some air quality impact, even if this impact is small.

2-5 Previous statements (page 2-1) indicated that asbestos fibers are no
longer used in manufacturing processes at the Johns-Manville Waukegan
plant. If this is true, it is not clear why the asbestos disposal pit
continues to receive asbestos waste (1st paragraph). The report should
identify the source of this asbestos waste. This comment also applies to
the last paragraph on page 2-10.

2- 15 The second paragraph should probably be revised. It now reads "There is
no migration of any contaminant from the site." We feel that the statement
"Based on monitoring data collected during and after the RI, there is no
current evidence that contaminants are migrating from the site" is more
appropriate.

2-16 The first paragraph should also state that lead is released from the
disposal area to ambient air, even though monitoring data have shown that
the quantity released is small.

3-12 There is no current evidence to suggest that the inorganic lead found at
the Manville disposal site is a human or animal carcinogen. The first
paragraph should be revised accordingly.
The statement in the last paragraph that ground water "is not of concern
at this site" should probably be revised. An appropriate revision would
be "ground-water contamination does not appear to be a problem at this
site at this time."

4-4 The description of grading and drainage near the waste disposal pits (1st
and 3rd paragraphs) need to be clarified. The report seems to suggest
that runoff will be channeled into the disposal pits. It would be more
appropriate to reduce infiltration through these areas by directing runoff
away from the disposal pits.

4-5 The plan to test soils brought to the site for contamination (3rd para-
graph) is a good one. Specific criteria for accepting or rejecting the
soil can be defined at a later time.

4-6 The OSHA standards for asbestos are reported incorrectly in the first
paragraph. The numbers are correct, but the units are in error. The
standards should be expressed in fibers per cubic centimeter.

A-l
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5-7 Information appears to be missing from the first numbered item on this

page. It is not clear why the Clean Water Act is mentioned here since it
is not included in the subsequent discussion.

5-8 In the section concerning RCRA Compliance, additional sections of RCRA may
be relevant and appropriate (although not legally applicable) to the
remedial alternatives that are proposed. These sections would include
portions of Subparts G (Closure and Post-Closure) and N (Landfills) of 40
CFR 264 and 265.

5-10 The score of 0 for "OSHA Compliance" for the landfilling alternatives is
questionable. However, changing this score would probably not affect the
relative rankings of the alternatives.

5-14 We do not understand the reasons for the large differences in scores for
the various alternatives under "Compliance with Water Quality Requirements
During Implementation."

5-19 Some of the scores for "Improvements in Biological Environment" are
questionable. However, changes in the scores would probably not affect
the relative rankings of the alternatives.

A-2
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Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 2200 Churchill Road, Springfield, IL 62706

217/782-6760
Refer to: L09719014 — Lake CountyWaukegan/Johns-Manville "~2 ̂  __ ^=)Superfund/General Correspondence Ufn * v^l

^^y> >'J 'gy

March 17, 1986 4^ ft §5 ̂"~; S •'• en '̂̂ J

Norm Niedergang -USEPA230 South DearbornChicago, Illinois 60604
Dear Norm:
Recent inquiries by IEPA into the status of the Johns-Manvil le project haverevealed that a breakdown in communication has occurred between the USEPAProject Manager, and the IEPA Project Manager.
IEPA has in the past requested to be kept informed of scheduled meetings andto participate in the review and comment responsibilities for the project.Also we have requested that when this site progresses to the stage that theAdministrative Order be amended or a new one developed that IEPA be a party
with USEPA to that process (refer to Wm. Blakney letter 5-29-85).
A request from IEPA to participate in future activities was again made toUSEPA personnel in November of last year (refer to Memorandum 1 1 -25-85) . Weare at this time, again requesting that IEPA be allowed to participate in theJohns-Manville activities.
Jeff Larson, Project Manager has replaced Steve Dunn on this project. He hasreviewed the files and has been in communication with Rodney Gaither and Dan
Caplice (telephone 312/886-0397, 3- 1 1 -86) to review the projects presentstatus and request a copy of the Final R . I . and Draft Feasibility Study. Itis our understanding that the review period for this document is near its
deadline and that an expeditious review and summary of coments would beappreciated by USEPA.



• ^" Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 2200 Churchill Road, Springfield, IL 62706

Page 2

Although recent lines of communications between USEPA and IEPA have suffered alittle setback we believe that with a little maintenance the activeparticipants can once again establish a healthy transfer of communicationthrough periodic updates.
Thank you.
Sincerely,

Robert K. Cowles, P .E . , ManagerFederal Site Management UnitRemedial Project ManagementDivision of Land Pollution Control
RKC:JL:bjh/0567F/49,50
Attachments
cc: Jim Frank, IEPA

Jeff Larson, IEPAKen Becheley, IEPA - MaywoodKaren Yeates, USEPARodney Gaither, USEPADan Caplice, USEPADon Gimbel, IEPA - MaywoodBabbet Newberger - Attorney USEPAGary King, IEPA AttorneyGloria Craven, IEPAEd Lyn, IEPA - MaywoodAuthorDivision File
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The Johns - Manvllle Waukegan Disposal Area

Rodney G. Halther, RPMIL/IN Unit, 5HE-12
CERCLA Enforcement Section
Janes Bland, 5fU_

I'n sending you the draft Feasibility Study Report (FS) regarding theJohns - Manvllle facility In Uaukegan, Illinois. Since the Agencydoes not usually display draft documents to the public, this report1s of no exception. This report 1s to renaln confidential until the3U day public commentary period begins, which follows after the FS 1sfinalized. Also, since you mentioned the fact that the reason you
wanted to see the draft FS v*as because you are v/orking on sone kindof report concerning the 1/aukegan area, t would like to see a copy of
that report, aven before It becomes final.
If there are any further questions, feel free to contact ne.
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5HE-12

-.•.•awraA

Mr. Jlta BlandGreat Lakes National Program Office536 South Clark StreetChicago, Illinois 60604
Re: The Johns-Manvllle Uaukegan Disposal Area
Dear Mr. Bland:
Per our conversation on February 11, 1986, I an sending you a copy of
the Final Raaedlal Investigation Study. The Feasibility Study that
was received fron Johns-Manvllle cannot be released to the public as
yet because 1t 1s still In draft fora.

If there are further questions, feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,... ..,,., ;,,,.,.,.^ :,, ;...

Rodney 6. 6*1therRemedial Project Manager
"'

- •RSG:clm:WM):HWEB:CES:IL/IN
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RSPO

WORK ASSIGNMENT CLOSEOUT

DATE: November 8, 1985

FROM:

TO?

Rodney Gaith^er (_ (^ t•+ / e rRegional Site Project Officer
Randall Kaltreider______

REM-Deputy Project Officer

Mn . 61-5LA5.1_____________
SITE NAME: Johns-ManviHe_______
ACTIVITY: M/F5___________

Assignment completed and project can be closed.

* Assignmem incomplete.

Additional work required: y //P ">

//
/U

INSTRUCTIONS FOR PROCESSING
"WORK ASSIGNMENT CLOSEOUT"

1) SPM InMMW ond Mbmita form to R PSO.
21 RSPO •ompUt^form. ottt REM-RPO tigntntn

•nd ratumt form to SPM.
3) SPM foi»»oid» »omnl«i»d form to ZPMO

(Aim: AZPM-Atfmln.). SPM rmMnt eooy
for pro|oet flta.

4) Oriental form wnt to ZPMO for contract flta.
5) ZPMO wndtcootaitoREM-DPOandCO.

•PA

. n u 1 QNUV I o 1385

u

~L7

r
ZPMO

— RSPO Approval Signature/Dateal Sig

cc: CO. EPA HQ

REM-RPO Aipprolal Signature/Dale

6/8/84
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/ 6850 Austin Center Boulevard 11^ I ClV î̂ L

*£!%«• 78731 Technologies Inc.
Telephone: (512) 346-2000Telex: 792 352

Mr. Rodney GaitherHazardous Waste Enforcement BranchEnvironmental Protection Agency230 South DearbornChicago, IL 60604 .
'Reference: Wbrk Assignment No. 234__

This letter presents a brief review of the Technical Memorandum No. M-2"Analysis of Common Inorganic Anions in Surface and Ground Water". Thereferenced memorandum was performed in response to our earlier reviewoutlining a limitation in the RI report.

Review Summary
The contractor for Jbhns-Manville, Kumar Malhotra and Associates, has

measured specific conductance, pH, chloride, sulfate, nitrate, and carbonatesfor the five monitor wells. Lake Michigan water, and the industrial canal.From these ground water monitor wells there appears to be no ground waterquality problem. The previous cation analysis (April 1985) and the presentanion analysis (July 1985) show no exceedance of drinking water standards.Since we have no evidence to indicate that there could be a contaminant plumewhich has simply not reached the monitor wells yet, we have concluded thatthere is no significant ground water contamination from the present
operations.

Additional Comments
Even though the new data indicate no ground water contamination problemwe were quite disappointed in the results presented in Technical Memorandum

No. M-2. The reasons for this disappointment are as follows:
(1) the surface waters sampled (industrial canal and lake Michigan

water) were inadequate to help understand the flow system pt the
site. Our original review"requested sampling the discharges —
settling basin, mixing basin, etc. These analyses would haveadded substantially to the understanding of the ground waterflow system and the potential contamination movement in the
ground water.

H05234C001 rai rsaov • CAioa&Mk'C
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Mr. Itodney Gaither
October 11, 1985
Rage Two

(2) the analyses performed (specific conductance, pH and a
ajjioas) wjf**- ..* "^^QHfl*!** to provide verification., that allimportant ions had been analyzed. Good geochemical sampling/
analysis would conduct awidespectrum analysis so that a
cation/anion balance could be conducted to validate the sampling
technique as well as the analyses procedures. Tb provide a
crude check of the analyses we have compared an estimate of IDS
(estimated as 60% of the specific conductance) with the sum of
anions and probable important cations. This crude method does
not indicate there is a problem of a missing anion of large
concentration.

(3) KMA have contoured values of specific conductance, bicarbonate-
alkalinity, and temperature. Each of these contours are
inconsistent with the data from all the ground water monitor
wells. The contours apparently disregard the measured data from
MW-3. If MW-3 is included, the ground water flow instead of
being north across the site and then east to Lake Michigan, is
almost directly east to Lake Michigan. With contours which
recognize data at MW-3, a ground water mound due to seepage from
the settling, mixing, and collection basins appears probable.
This would, of course, only be important if discharge water to
these basins contained significant contaminants. Since we do
not have an analysis of any discharge water, the above
possibility cannot be eliminated. However, based upon the
measured hydraulic conductivities, we would have estimated
travel time from such a water mound to the ground water monitorwells to be only a few years. Since no significant contaminants
have been measured at the monitor wells we conclude that it is
unlikely significant contaminants are in the discharge waters.

If you have questions or comments regarding our review please contact us.
Sincerely,

aid B. Lantz
President

RBL/jkl

INTtJUtH05234C001
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MEMORANDUM

c
;NITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

SB>25B85 OFFICE OF
STICIDES AND TOXIC SUBSTANCES

• W. ffflW

SUBJECT: Response to Region V Request for Enforcement Support,
Johns-Manville Site

FROM:

TO;

Elizabeth A. Out row,
Field Studies Branch
Exposure Evaluation Division (TS-798)
Rodney Gaither, RPM
Hazardous Waste Enforcement Branch/Region V

The following memo discusses the Final Remedial Investi-
gation Report, Volumes I and II, on the Johns-Manville Waukegan
Disposal Site. As you recall, the original sampling and analysis
protocol and the Quality Assurance Plan were prepared with
support from the Exposure Evaluation Division (EED) . To fa-
cilitate the review, the main author of the protocol was
again called upon to review the final report. Each of your
requests are answered below.
1) Evaluate data on airborne asbestos.

Upon review of the documents, it is evident that the
original protocols and Quality Assurance Plan have been re-
produced in the "Consent Order," which requires Johns-Manville
to carry out the Remedial Investigation. The air sampling
program, conducted by Eric Chatfield, is identical to the
plan within the Consent Order. No fault is found with this
activity.

The airborne levels detected are consistent with Chat-
f ie ld's previously reported ambient levels. Additionally,
a recent study conducted by EED displayed similar ambient
levels (Evaluation of Asbestos Abatement Techniques, Phase I).
Hence, the conclusion by Chatfield that the levels of the
Manville Site are not elevated is reasonable.
2) Evaluate the need for further remedial action at the site,

based on the asbestos test .
The Johns-Manvil le levels appear to be consistent with

the reported airborne data avai lable. Note, however, should
the site or asbestos characteristics undergo any sort of change



-2-
which would result in an increase of friability in the asbestos,
materials, additional remedial action may be necessary.
Periodic sampling would detect any changes in the airborne
levels. Is periodic sampling a form of "further remedial
action?" If so, then periodic sampling would be appropriate.
3) Compare the airborne asbestos test to other reliable air-

borne asbestos tests that have been done before.
As stated previously, the design and Quality Assurance

Plan are well-developed. The execution of the work followed
the plan, and the analyst has a good reputation. Additionally,
the airborne asbestos levels are low.
4) Recommend how the airborne asbestos problem at this site

can be better described in the Endangerment Assessment.
5) Recommend how the asbestos problem in water samples can

be better described in the Endangerment Asssessment.^^___ _ ______ ________ ___ .--7
Further detail is necessary to (Adequately the issues.^ j \

How is the current description deficient? " ———— ~~ ~
6) Recommend a suitable way to address the issue on health

and safety of the public on drinking liquids containing
asbestos.
Please refer to the attached pages from the National

Research Council's Study "Asbestiform Fibers: Nonoccupational
Health Risk" ( 1 9 8 4 ) . The attached pages ( 1 19 - 123 ) discuss
studies examining the consumption of water containing millions
of fibers per liter. These levels are similar to those re-
ported in the technical memorandum M-l, "Asbestos Analysis -?
of Water Samples by Electron Microscopy." Sincg the results)"' ,
the NRC study are unclear,~)l suggest that you contact Dr.
James Millette. Dr. Millette works for EPA in Cincinnati
(within your Region")"! His phone number is FTS-684-7462 . He
may also provide some further assistance to you as an additionalreviewer- (Dr . Millette has examined the issue of asbestos in
water supplies in this country.)
Attachment
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I s
I Persons residing In areas In Turkey where asbestlform fibers are
I resent in the environment and persons living In the sane household asp fleers exposed to asbestos develop mesothellona at a rate In excess of

tbac for the 8eneral population. The evidence is based primarily onlittle*^ observations and on case-control studies that do not permit
eaeralizatlon. It seems likely that these mesothellomas arise from
•spiratory exposure to asbestlform fibers.

PprnEMlOLOGICAL STUDIES OF EFFECTS RESULTING FROM THE INGESTION OF
^cgSTOS IN DRINKING HATER

N Epidemiologlcal studies of the effects of asbestos in drinking water
in «*T fleogra.pfrlca.1 areas of the United Sta^e _̂an0U^t îto_jajre_bee3^———ively reviewed and critiqued (Marsfi,^ 1983j ̂Workshop on Ingested,
A g t o B . 1983). In all these stu3ies, a possible excess incidence of
ugtrolntestlnal (GI) cancers was evaluated as were morbidity or
oortality rates for some other cancers. In addition, the National
Research Council's Safe Drinking Water Committee addressed this problem
and estimated the risk of excess GI cancers associated with ingesting
asbestos in drinking water (National Research Council, I983a).

Tables 5-1, 5-2, and 5-3 summarize the characteristics and results of
the various studies. Duration of exposure ranged from as little as 20
years (in Duluth6) to more than 50 years (in Quebec); asbestos
concentrations ranged from less than detectable limits to 1,300 x
fibers/liter. HxgeTHT~fgr Poluttt. Trfaere taconlte mine tailings were
dumped into lake Superior, the subjects were exposed to chrysotlle from
natural sources (in Quebec, the San Francisco Bay area, and Puget Sound)
or from asbestos-cement pipes (in Utah and Connecticut).'

The studies did not indicate consistent excesses of cancer. In
Duluth, no consistent type at cancer occurred in exce88raflOng~"r'e*Bldent8
(tevy~etal., 1970; Mason gral;, 19747 Sigurdaon et al., 1981). In
Quebec, cancer mortality was evaluated in relation to asbestos In
Minlclpal water supplies. In the first study (Wigle, 1977), 22
•unlcipalities were grouped Into three categories based on level of
asbestos in water supplies. In a more extensive study (Toft et al..
1981), mortality rates for two cities with high exposure (>100 x 10*
fibers/liter) were compared with 52 low exposure cities (<5 x 106

fibers/liter). Some excess cancers in males that were noted in the two
studies were attributed to probable occupational exposure. In
Connecticut, tumor registry data indicated that there was no association

1

The particles In Lake Superior were mostly acicular cleavage fragmentsrather than asbestlform fibers (T. Zoltal, personal communication, 1983).s«e also Laager et al., 1979.

I
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TABLE 5-1. Characteristics of Asbestos Exposures from
Drinking Water in Different Study Populations*

Exposure Characteristics
Location of
Study_____
Duluth
Connecticut
Quebec
Bay Area,
California

Utah
Puget Sound

Type of
Asbestos

NQ. of Fibers
per Liter
(Ranee) ____

Size of Maximum
Population Duration of
Exposed Exposure

Amphlboleb 1-30 x 106

Chrysotile BDLC-0.7 x 106

Chrysotile 1.1-1,300 x 106

Chrysotile 0.025-36 x 106

Chrysotile NAd

Chrysotile 7.3-206.5 x 106

100,000 15-20
576,800 23-44
420,000 50

3,000,000 40

24,000 20-30
200,000 40

aFroa Marsh, 1983.bMost of these particles were probably aclcular crystals rather
than asbestiform fibers (T. Zoltai, University of Minnesota, personal
communication, 1983). Langer et al. (1979) referred to the particles
as amphibole gangue minerals and discussed the uncertainties in
determining whether they are asbestiform.CBDL - below detectable limit.dNA - not available.

between asbestos risk scores and GI tumor incidence (Harrington et al.,
1978; Melgs et al.,^1980). In San Francisco, there were inconsistent
excesses of some cancers (Conforti et al., 1981; Kanarek et al., 1980;
Tarter, 1981). In Puget Sound, a proportional incidence analysis
comparing length of residence suggested an excess for some GI cancers
(Pollssar e_t al., 1982).

All of the epldemlologlcal studies had limitations. Perhaps the most
serious were the substantial problems in classifying exposure because
population data rather than individual data were used. Errors~ln
classification will tend to weaken any true associations that may exist
between asbestos in drinking water and health effects. Given the
difficulty of determining individual exposure, results of these
epidemiological studies cannot be taken as strong evidence about the
extent to which ingestion of drinking water containing asbestiform fibers
night Increase the risk of GI cancer. The NEC Safe Drinking Water



TABLE 5-2. SuMMry of Studie* of Gaatrointeatinal Cancer in Re lit ion to Ingeated Albeatoa bjr Oncer Site*

Aaiociation of CI Cancer with Aabeatoa. by Site' (ICO 7th teviaion Cod«»)

Location
Duluth
Duluth
Duluth
Connecticut
Connet icut
Quebec
Quebec
Bay Area, Cal if .
Bay Area, Calif.
Bay Area, Calif .
Utah
Puget Sound
Puge t Sound

All Sitee
Combined
(150-159)
( * » )
(00)
NS
NS
(00)
(+0)
(* »)
( » * )

, (»+)
NS
(00)
NS

Eeophagua
(150)
(+-)
(00)
(00)
NS
NS
(00)
(00)
(0*)(* »)
NS
NS
NS
(00)

Stoewch
(151)
(*+)
(+0)
(00)
(00)
(00)
(*0)
(»+)
(»»)
NS
(00)
(00)
(00)

SMll
Intestine
(152)
NS
(00)
(00)
NS
NS
NS
NS
(00)
(00)
NS
(00)
NS
( * »)

Colon
(153)
(00)(_-)
(00)
(00)
(00)
(00)
(00)
(00)
(+0)
NS
(0-)
(--)
(00)

Bee tin
(154)
(* »)
(00)
(00)
(00)
(00)
(00)
(00)
(00)
(00)
NS
(00)
NS
(00)

Biliary
Paaaagea/
liver
(155-156A)
(00)
(00)
(00)
NS
NS
NS
NS
(00)
(00)
NS
NS
NS
(00)

Call
Bladder
(155-.1)
NS
(00)
(00)
NS
NS
NS
NS(o»)

•(00)
NS
(0+)
NS
(00)

Pancreas
( 157)
(0+)
(* »)
(0+)
NS
(•0)
(0+)
(00)
(0+)
(*+)
NS
(00)
NS
(00)

Perito-
neum
(158)
NS
(00)
(00)
NS
NS
NS
NS
(»+)
(0*)
NS
(00)
NS
(00)

Reference*
Maaon et al., 1974
Levy et al., 1976
Sigurdaon e£ aK, 1976
R«rrin|ton « a_l., 1978
Mei(t et al., 1980
Wie.le,~T977
Toft et aK, 1981
Kanarek et el., 1980
Conforti ejt aK. 1981
Tarter. 1981
Sadler et al., in preaa
Sever *on, 1979
Poliaaar ejt aJU, 1982

K)

•Froei Marih, 1983.b(Helc, ftmmlt) aaaociation with ingeeted aebeatoe.
+, poiitivc; 0, no •••ociation; - negative; MS, not itudied.

c
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TABLE 5-3.

Location

SuBMry of Studies of Risk fro* Cancer Other Than Gastrointestinal Cancer
in Relation to Ingested Asbestos, by Cancer Site*

Association of Cancer Other Than CI with Asbestos, by Site" ( ICD 7th Revision Codes)_______
Buccal Bronchus, ProstateCavity and Trachea ( 177 ) Brain/ Leukesiia,
Pharynx and Lung Pleura (swles Kidney Bladder CNSC Thyroid Aleukeaia
(140-148) ( 162,163) ( 162.2) only) (180) ( 181) ( 193) ( 194) (204)

Reference*

Duluth
Duluth
Duluth
Connecticut
Connecticut
Quebec
Quebec
Bay Area. Calif.
Bay Area, Calif.
Bay Area, Calif.
Utah
Puget Sound
Puget Sound

HS
MS
NS
US
NS
(00)
(00)
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
(00)

(+0)
NS
(00)
NS
(00)
(40)
(+0)
(+0)
(00)
NS
NS
NS
(00)

NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
(0+)
(0+)
NS
NS
NS
NS

NS
NS
NS
NS
NS

0
0
0
*

NS
NS
NS

NS
NS
NS
NS
(00)
(00)
(00)
(0+)
(00)
NS
(+0)
(00)
(00)

NS
NS
NS
NS
(00)
(00)
(00)
(00)
(00)
NS
NS
NS
(00)

(00)
NS
NS
NS
NS
(00)
(00)
(00)
(00)
NS
NS
NS
(*-)

NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
(00)
(00)
NS
NS
NS

(00)
NS
NS
NS
NS
(00)
(00)
(00)
(00)
NS
(+0)
NS

Mason et. aU , 1974
Levy e£ J_l., 1976
Sigurd.on « ml, . , 1976
Harrington at a_l., 1978
Heigs et. aj.., 1980
Wigle, 1977
Toft et. • !.. 1981
Kanarek et ___.. 1980
Conforti et a_l.. 1981
Tarter, 1981
Sadler e_: al . , 1981
Severson, 1979
Polisaar et. •_., 1982

•Fro* Marsh, 1983.b(Male, feaale) association with ingested asbestos.
+, positive; 0. no association; -, negative; NS, not studied.CCNS • central nervous systen.
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fl983a), using a variety of assumptions, estimated the excess
Cog»i

tte* ^ncers that might be expected from ingest ion of
figk °* ntaining drinking water and concluded that their risk
5«b«*t:o8"Care consistent with the results of the epldemlological drinking
'•2Tstudies considered.

EPIDEMIOLOGICAL STUDIES—METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS
Xuatlon of potential health effects from nonoccupational exposure

bestiform fibers depends primarily on results of epidemlologlcal
c° ** fl Q£ occupational groups. Host of the analyses have Involved9 rt? studies of workers exposed to asbestos of various types and InC°b° iety of Industries and occupations. Much information has been
* ̂ ined from these studies. However, they also suffer from limitations0 _0 to many epidemlological studies and from some additional problemsC°lated to determining dose (exposure) and response (health end point,r*cb as death from a specific cause). Despite the limitations of?%iYidual studies, the committee finds that, when all the studies are
aside red, exposure to asbestos increases the risk of developing lung

° nesothelioma, asbestosls, and possibly other cancers.
To quantify health risks from an exposure, it is necessary to obtain

dose-response data, but exposure measurements are particularly difficult
to obtain. Because of the long latency period for asbestos-associateddiseases, Investigators have found it necessary to try to reconstruct
past exposures. Techniques of measurement vary from place to place and
over time (Acheson and Gardner, 1980; Dement et al., 1983a). For
example, fiber counts obtained by light microscope In various industrial
settings may need to be multiplied by a factor varying from 2 to 8 to
obtain a true count of fibers longer than 5 urn.

Typically, a cumulative dose measurement is used. This does not take
into account the time lapsed since last exposure nor does it distinguish
between short exposures of high intensity and long exposures to low dust
concentrations. In addition, a cumulative dose measurement does not
change when exposure ceases. Variability in these exposure-related

'The two major types of epidemlologlcal studies are cohort studies and
case-comparison studies. In a cohort_study,-:?a group with certain
defined characteristics of exposure is selected and followed to
determine the number of members reaching a particular end point, such as
death, by a specified time. The group Is called a cohort. In its
purest form, the analysis of a cohort study depends entirely on withln-
cohort comparisons, and the results may be presented as arrays of
morbidity or mortality rates or by a large variety of other expressions
of association or correlation. A cohort might comprise two major
groups, differentiated by their exposure experience. However, In
occupational studies, especially of cancer, the rate of occurrence of
death or disease in the group is often compared with the rate In some

(continued)
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PRC Engineering Planning Research Corporation ,,
Suite 600
303 East Wacker Drive
Chicago, IL 60601
312-938-0300
TWX 910-221 5 1 1 2
Cable CONTOWENG

,1

October 7, 1985

Mr. Rodney Gaither
Hazardous Waste Enforcement Branch
U.S. EPA Region 5
230 South Dearborn Street
Chicago, IL 60604
Dear Mr. Gaither:
PRC Environmental Management, Inc. has reviewed "Technical Memorandum #M-2: Analysis
of Common Inorganic Anions in Surface and Ground Water and Ambient Air Quality
Monitoring for Lead and TSP", September 1985. This report was prepared by Kumar
Malhotra & Associates, Inc. (KMA) for the Johns-Manville Disposal Site in Waukegan,
Illinois. PRC's review, conducted as part of TES 2 Work Assignment No. 234, focuses
on the air monitoring study (conducted by Clayton Environmental Consultants under
subcontract to KMA) and includes the following sections of Technical Memorandum
#M-2: Sections 1.0, 2.0, and 4.0; Appendices M-2-A and M-2-C. INTER A Technologies,
Inc. is reviewing portions of the Technical Memorandum related to surface and ground
water and will submit their review in a separate letter report.
PRC agrees with the conclusions of the Technical Memorandum thatTthe Johns-Manville
disposal area does not appear to be releasing lead to the atmosphere's/and that
ambient air lead levels do not^'pose a threat to the human health or environment in
the vicinity of the disposal area/J PRC also agrees that the total suspended
paniculate (TSP) levels measured during the study do not "exhibit any adverse
impact on human health or environment." All on-site ambient air concentrations of
lead and TSP measured in the study were below the applicable National Primary and
Secondary Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) as published in 40 CFR Parts 50.6
and 50.7 for TSP and 40 CFR Part 50.12 for lead.
In reviewing Technical Memorandum #M-2, PRC noted two study procedures that deviated
from the study plan submittted by KMA in their July 3, 1985 letter; three calcula-
tions that appear to be in error; and one area where the presentation of study
results could be improved. These items are described briefly below. It should be
stated, however, that these items, either individually or in combination, are not
likely to affect the study conclusions.
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Mr. Rodney Gaither
October 7, 1985
Page 2

1. Page 5 of Section 4.0 of Technical Memorandum #M-2 indicates that 0.2
inches of precipitation were recorded by the National Climatic Data Center
(NCDC) during the third sampling period. The study plan indicated that
test runs would be repeated if precipitation greater than 0.1 inch occurred
during the run. The Technical Memorandum states that in spite of the
NCDC's measurements, "no rainfall of any significance was observed in the
air sampling area" during the third test run. Rainfall may have occurred
during a period when sampling personnel were not present to observe it.
The Technical Memorandum does not mention on-site precipitation
measurements. In the absence of these measurements, the recorded NCDC
precipitation data should have taken precedence over the subjective
judgements of sampling personnel. The third test run probably should have
been repeated, based on the acceptability criteria outlined in the study
plan.

2. The July 3 study plan stated that sampling air flows would be between 39
and 60 cubic feet per minute (cfm) as required by 40 CFR SO, Appendix B,
the reference method for TSP sampling with high-volume air samplers.
Appendix B to Section 4.0 of the Technical Memorandum indicates that
sampling at 4 of the 10 stations was conducted at air flows significantly
(up to 50%) higher than the 60 cfm maximum. It is not possible to quantify
the effects of higher air flows on sample results, although it is likely
that the reported results underestimate the true ambient concentration.
Although additional air is pulled into the sampler, particles within the
air will have greater momentum near the sampler inlet. The flow path
through the inlet to the filter is curved and larger particles with
greater momentum will not be able to make the turns, thereby escaping
collection.

3. Three of the sample flows presented in Appendix B to Section 4.0 of the
Technical Memorandum appear to be calculated incorrectly. When sample
flow is measured with an orifice meter as appears to have been done, sample
flow if roughly proportional to the square root of Delta H. The flow
rates listed for Site I/Run 1, Site 2/Run 3, and Site 3/Run 1 are not
consistent with this relationship. The flow for Site I/Run 1 is over-
estimated, assuming Delta H is correct; the flows for Site 2/Run 3 and
Site 3/Run 1 are underestimated if Delta H values are correct. Correction
of the air flows would not significantly affect the calculation of TSP or
lead concentrations.

4. The presentation of the mass of lead per filter in Appendix B to Section
4.0 of the Technical Memorandum is confusing. The numbers in the "Lead
(Milligr)" column appear to have been corrected for recovery of spiked
samples but not for the presence of lead in field blank filters. The
field blank value of 0.02 mg must be subtracted from the "Lead (Milligr)"
column prior to dividing by the total air volume in order to arrive at the
air concentrations presented. The tables should have indicated that the
lead values were not corrected for field blank results. This comment



Mr. Rodney Gaither
October 7, 1985
Page 3

concerns the clarity of the presentation but does not change the reported
results.

Again, because of the very low lead concentrations measured by the study (roughly
two orders of magnitude below the NAAQS for lead), none of these problems should
affect KMA's conclusion that air lead concentrations at the Johns-Manville Disposal
Site do not pose a significant public health or environmental threat.
Please contact me if you have any questions concerning PRC's comments on the air
lead study.
Sincerely,
PRC Environmental Management, Inc.

John Dirgo
Environmental Scientist
JD/mrj
cc: Nancy Deck (2 copies)

Bruce Bakaysa
Seth Dibblee



Inter-Office
PRO Engineering

To Rodney Gaither Date 20 September 1985

From j0hn Dirgo

Subject New address—Ron Lantz

INTERA has moved some of their offices from Houston to Austin. Ron ' snew address and phone number are:

Ron LantzINTERA Technologies, Inc.6850 Austin Center Boulevard
Suite 300
Austin, TX 78731
Phone: (512)346-2000

SEP 23 1935
as. [Pi EittN ymi MiMBMtKT mm
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Standard Form 1035 PUBLIC VOUCHER FOR PURCHASES AND Voucher No
SERVICES OTHER THAN PERSONAL 35-R-5

Sheet No
68

CH2M HILL Southeast, Inc.
1941 Roland Clarke Place
Reston, Virginia 22091

Contract No. 68-01-6692
Contract Estimated C o s t . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 1 3 7 , 7 6 0 , 8 9 5
Contract Base F e e . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 , 1 3 2 , 8 2 7
Award Fee awarded and vouchered prior to

submission of this voucher . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 ,655 ,276
Award Fee available prior to submission of
this vou c h e r . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 , 3 7 2 , 3 9 4

To t a l . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 147 ,92 1 ,392
Summary of Claimed Current and Cumulative Costs ,
Base Fee Earned, and Award Fee Awarded

Site: Johns-Manville, IL
Activity: Community Relations Plans
Work Assignment Number: 07-5VA5.0
For Period: 7/25/85 - 8/24/85

Current Amount Cumulative Amount
Major Cost Element Claimed Claimed
1. Raw Direct Technical Labor $ 708 .34 $ 1 , 649 .07
2. Ecology and Environment, Inc. 0 .00 0 .00
3. Subcontracting Pool 0 .00 0 .00
4. Travel 0 .00 101 .93
5. Equipment 0 .00 0.00
6. Other Direct Costs 68 .40 204 . 16
7. Total Direct Costs $ 7 7 6 . 7 4 $ 1 , 955 . 16
8. Overhead (Alt* of item 1) 290.42 676 . 1 1
9. Total Cost Exclusive of C&A $ 1 , 067 . 16 $ 2 , 6 3 1 . 2 7

10. G&A Expense ( 1212* of item 1) 857 .09 1 , 995 .38
11. Total Cost $ 1 ,924 .25 $ 4 ,626 .65
12. Base Fee (32 of item 11) 5 7 . 7 3 138 .8 1
13. Award Fee Awarded 0 .00 0.00
14. Amount Claimed $ 1 ,98 1 .98 $ 4 , 7 6 5 . 4 6
15. Amount Previously Reimbursed —— 2 , 7 8 3 . 4 8
16. Current And Previously Unpaid —— $ 1 , 9 8 1 . 9 8

*Provisional Rate
INV040
W65903 .00
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PRC Engineering
Suite 600
303 East Wacker Drive
Chicago. IL 60601
312-938-D'OO
T W X 9 1 0 - J 2 1 5 1 1 2
Caole CONTOWENG

cprc
Planning Research Corporation

A U G 2 6 1985
Program

Support Section

AU6 2 6 1985
PLANNING AND CONTRACTSMANAGEMENT UNIT

August 23, 1985

Ms. Nancy Deck
TES-2 Project Officer
Office of Waste Programs Enforcement (WH527)
U . S . EPA
401 M. Street, S .W . Room 301
Washington, D . C . 20460
Dear Ms. Deck:
PRC Environmental Management is pleased to submit, for your review and
Contract Officer approval, the work plans for Work Assignment Nos. 88, 183 ,
and 234 initiated under Contract No. 68-0 1 -7037 . Also included are the
original work plans for Work Assignment Nos. 347, 351, and 357. Please
refer any site-specific questions directly to the work plan preparers.
Should you have any questions or wish to discuss these plans with me
directly, please feel free to do so.
Thank you for your continuing assistance and cooperation.
Sincerely,
PRC Environmental Management, Inc.

Thomas D. Brisbin
Deputy Program Manager
TDB/md
enclosure
cc: Marian Bernd, HQ (copies of all WAs enclosed)

Kathy Hodgkiss, Region 3 (WA 347, 357)
Seth Dibblee, Region 5 (WA 234)
Bert Cole, Region 4 (WA 88, 183 and 351 )
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PRC Engineering
Suite 600303 East Wacker Drive
Chicaco. IL 60601
312-938-0"00
T W X 9 1 0 - J 2 1 5 1 1 2
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
The Johns-Manville site covers about 300 acres of which 120 acres have been used for
dumping waste materials since the early 1920's. The site is located on the west
shore of Lake Michigan in Waukegan, Lake County, Illinois. Disposed wastes include
asbestos, chromium, lead, and organic solvents. The total disposal area consists of
four sub-areas - the friable asbestos disposal pit, the scrap disposal area, the wet
waste basin (unlined settling basins), and the sludge disposal area. An accurate
record of the volume of waste disposed does not exist because of the long history of
operations at the site.
On June 14, 1984 Johns-Manville Corporation agreed by Consent Order to:
(a) monitor airborne asbestos on and off-site
(b) sample on-sitc soil
(c) perform a water balance
(d) prepare geotechnical and hydrological studies
(e) prepare a remedial investigation and feasibility study
The initial work assignment required PRC Environmental Management, Inc. and INTERA
Technologies, Inc. to review background documents on the Johns-Manville site and to
review and comment on the March 1985 Draft Remedial Investigation (RI) Report
prepared in response to the Consent Order. These comments were submitted via letter
reports to the EPA Primary Contact in April 1985.
Johns-Manville (through their contractor, Kumar Malhotra and Associates, Inc.) has
prepared a final RI report addressing some of the issues raised by the PRC and
INTERA letter reports. In addition, further field investigations suggested by PRC
and INTERA are planned for the Johns-Manville site. Amendment No. 2 to this work
assignment provides additional funding for PRC to review and comment on the final RI
report and for PRC and INTERA to attend negotiating sessions with Johns-Manville.

2.0 PROJECT APPROACH
PRC and INTERA have assigned key personnel who will be capable to serve, if needed,
in negotiating sessions with Johns-Manville in an expert capacity. PRC personnel
will review and comment on air monitoring studies conducted at the Johns-Manville
site while INTERA will cover all other technical areas of the work assignment.
Under Amendment No. 2, PRC and INTERA will continue work initiated under the original
u jrk assignment. The additional tasks required are:
Task 1. Final Remedial Investigation Review
PRC will review the final RI report submitted to EPA by Johns-Manville. The review
will focus on how the final RI report has addressed the areas of concern noted in
the draft RI report. The final RI will be evaluated for technical adequacy and for
compliance with applicable sections of the National Oil and Hazardous Substances
Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). A letter report containing PRC's comments will be
submitted to the Primary Contact within 2 weeks of receipt of the final RI report.

1



Task 2. Attend Meeting with Johns-Manville
PRC and INTERA will attend meetings in Chicago to advise and assist EPA Region 5
personnel in negotiations with Johns-Manville. The timing of these meetings remains
to be determined.

3.0 DELIVERABLES
The deliverables required under Work Assignment No. 234, Amendment No. 2 include the
letter report described under 2.0 Task 1 above and any monthly progress reports
required. All work products generated under this work assignment arc considered
"Enforcement Confidential" and will be labeled as such.
PRC and INTERA personnel will be available to discuss any findings via teleconference
with the EPA Region 5 Primary Contact and the staff attorney.

4.0 WORK SCHEDULE

July August September October
1 15 1 15 1 15 " 1 15 31

Task 1: Final Remedial x———x
Investigation Review

Task 2: Attend Meetings <——————————— x——————————>
with Johns-Manville

Deliverables:

Letter Report x
Monthly Progress x

Reports
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5.0 PERSONNEL

PRC Environmental Management. Inc.
TES PROGRAM MANAGER

Wallace J. Beckman

Central Operations Manager
(Deputy Program Manager)

Thomas D. Brisbin
PRC Project Manager. Work Assignment No. 234

John Dirgo
(312) 938-0300 X 292

INTERA Technologies. Inc.
Project Manager. Work Assignment No. 234

R. B. Lantz
(512) 346-2000

6.0 INTERVIEW/SUBCONTRACTORS/CONSULTANTS
None required.

7.0 EXCEPTIONS TO THE ASSIGNMENT OR ANTICIPATED PROBLEMS
PRC and INTERA take exception to the period of performance suggested by Amendment
No. 2. It is unlikely that a meeting with Johns-Manville could be schedule by the
August 31, 1985 completion date in Amendment No. 2. A revised close-out date of
October 31 is suggested to provide a longer time interval within which the meeting
could take place.
As noted in Section 1.0 of this work plan, there are two ongoing or planned field
investigations at the Johns-Manville site. These are a sampling program to measure
on- and off-site air concentrations of lead and a sampling program to measure common
inorganic anions in ground water. A review of this additional field work by PRC and
INTERA is not included in the cost estimate in Section 9.0. Should such a review be
requested by EPA, the level of effort for this work assignment will have to be
increased.
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8.0 QUALITY ASSURANCE
PRC's Quality Assurance Program, dated April 23, 1984, has been specifically incorpo-
rated by reference into the contract governing this work assignment. This Work Plan
and all subsequent activities and outputs may correspondingly be the subject of a
random audit pursuant to that QA program plan, and carried out by the Contract QA
officer. The audit results and any corrective action will be included in the
Monthly Progress Report and Annual Report.
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9.0 COST ESTIMATE - Work Assignment No. 234

HOURS

PRC LOE 70
INTERA LOE 80

DOLLAPS

Total LOE 150

PRC Clerical 12
INTERA Clerical 12

Total Clerical 24
TOTAL HOURS 174

Direct Labor $ 4,671
Travel 355
ODCs 500
Indirect Costs 7,357

Subtotal Costs $ 12,883
Fee - 932
Total WA Cost Estimate $ 13 ,8 15
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10.0 NARRATIVE DESCRIPTION OF COST ESTIMATE

LOE HOURS: Level of Effort Hours includes tillable time for personnel such as
engineers, scientists, draftsmen, technicians, statisticians and programmers, but not
support personnel such as company management, typists and key punch operators.
CLERICAL HOURS: Includes billable time for clerks, typists, etc.
DIRECT LABOR: Direct Labor charges related to LOE and clerical labor hours are
directly attributable to a specific work activity authorized by a work assignment.
Such work assignment labor would be necessary to produce a particular end product, or
provide a particular service. Direct Labor charges are calculated by multiplying an
individuals directly chargeable time by his hourly rate.
TRAVEL: Travel costs incurred in carrying out work activity authorized by the work
assignment included in this category are such things as airfare, ground transporta-
tion, meals,.and lodging.
ODCs: Other Direct Costs are incurred in carrying out work activities authorized by
a work assignment. Expert witness fees, long distance telephone charges, postage and
other document delivery charges, and duplication and reproduction are examples.
INDIRECT COSTS: These are types of costs which are not directly related to a
specific work activity, but are "support-type" costs that are necessary for the
company to incur in order to continue operations and, hence, need to be incorporated
in the accounting system because they are costs of doing business. Such costs
would normally include rent, insurance, indirect labor costs of "support-type"
personnel, depreciation, supplies, etc. These various types of overhead costs are
accumulated in groups called "overhead pools." The number of "overhead pools" can
range from one to several hundred depending on the complexity of operations.
The most commonly used "overhead pools" are Fringe Benefits, Overhead, and General &
Administrative Expense. Since different firms have their own "overhead pool"
nomenclature, all such costs were aggregated into the indirect costs category.
FEE: The portion of a contractor's charges also known as profit. Profit generally
is characterized as the basic motive of business enterprise and represents a
projected monetary excess realized by a contractor after deduction of costs (both
direct and indirect) incurred in performance of a task.
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prc
Planning Research Corporation

ENFORCEMENTCONFIDENTIAL

July 29, 1985 PRIVILEGED WORK PRODUCT PREPARED
:'! OTPATI8N OF LITIGATION

Mr. Rodney Gaither
Hazardous Waste Enforcement Branch
U .S . EPA Region 5
230 S. Dearborn Street
Chicago, Illinois 60604
Dear Mr. Gaither:
PRC Environmental Management, Inc. (PRC) has reviewed the July 1985 Final
Remedial Investigation Report (RI) prepared by Kumar Malhotra & Associates,
Inc. (KMA) for the Johns-Manville Disposal Area in Waukegan, Illinois.
PRC's comments on the Final RI cover only those sections of the report that
relate to potential air emissions from the disposal area. This includes
Sections 1 and 5, parts of Sections 3 and 4, Appended Material to Volume I
(including Response to Comments on ORF Report 10335 by EPA in their Letter
of June 4, 1985 by Dr. E.J. Chatfield, Ontario Research Foundation, 25th
June 1985), and Appendices I and K of Volume II. This review focuses on how
the Final RI addresses PRC's conclusions and recommendations concerning the
March 1985 Draft RI which were submitted to EPA in a previous letter report
(April 17, 1985) delivered under this work assignment. The points brought
out in the conclusions and recommendations can be summarized as follows:

o Failure of the Draft RI to consider asbestos in the Endangerment
Assessment;

o Absence of on-site measurements of lead concentrations in air;
and

o Failure of the Draft RI to address several factors likely to
have an impact on fugitive air emissions from the disposal
area.

The remainder of this letter report discusses how the Final RI has addressed
these points.
The Final RI addresses the issue of potential asbestos exposure for the
population surrounding the Johns-Manville site and incorporates information
on asbestos into the Section 5 Endangerment Assessment. However, PRC ques-
tions the presentation of the asbestos material in Section 5 of the Final
RI. The majority of fibers detected in the October-November 1984 air moni-
toring study conducted by Ontario Research Foundation were chrysotile fibers
shorter than 5 micrometers. The Endangerment Assessment of the Final RI
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Mr. Rodney Gaither - Page Two

appears to minimize the importance of this finding by suggesting that amphi-
bole fibers longer than 5 micrometers pose a much greater hazard to human
health:

"Fibers that are shorter than 8.0 micrometers regardless of
diameter ... possess little or no capacity to be fibrogenic
or carcinogenic." (Page 5-5)
"There is rather strong evidence suggesting that in the circum-
stances of human exposure, crocidolite and amosite (both
amphiboles) have a greater proclivity for causing an adverse
biological response than does chrysotile." (Pages 5-10 to 5-11 )

Without choosing sides in the scientific debate surrounding asbestos toxi-
city, PRC questions this presentation for two reasons. First, there is no
consensus on the effects of either fiber type or fiber length on asbestos
toxicity. A 1984 National Research Council report on Nonoccupational Expo-
sure to Asbestiform Fibers (cited in Zurer, P.S. , Chemical & Engineering
News 63 (9 ) :28 , March 4, 1985) concluded that there was no minimum fiber size
that could be declared not to have an effect on health. The Occupational
Safety and Health Administration believes that "all asbestos fiber types
appear to have an equivalent potency for causing lung cancer" (49 Federal
Register 14116, April 10, 1984). Second, none of the asbestos studies cited
in the Endangerment Assessment are supported by references.
The proposed air sampling program for lead (Appendix K of the Final RI)
appears to be adequate for evaluating potential human health and environ-
mental risks. On-site sampling locations have been chosen to evaluate air
lead levels near disposal areas at the interior of the site and along the
north, south, and east boundaries of the site. Two off-site background
locations will also be sampled. The proposed study methods appear to con-
form to EPA-recommended procedures for measuring lead in suspended particu-
late matter collected from ambient air.
Some of the factors which could potentially affect fugitive air emissions at
the Johns-Manville site which were ignored in the Draft RI have been
addressed to a limited extent in the Final RI. Current disposal practices
and dust suppression measures are described briefly on pages 3-15 and 3-17.
A short description of the waste piles near on-site asbestos sampling loca-
tions 1 and 5 is provided on page 4-2. However, the Final RI fails to
address the potential effects of climate, specifically the impact of pro-
longed drought and high winds on air concentrations of asbestos. The June
14, 1984 Consent Order between Johns-Manville and U.S. EPA Region V required
that the RI "be conducted in conformance ... with the applicable provisions
of 40 C.F.R. 300.68." This section of the National Oil and Hazardous Sub-
stances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) lists climate, including rainfall,
as one of the factors to be considered in the RI. PRC agrees that the
asbestos air monitoring program was carried out under the guidelines speci-
fied in Exhibit 1, Section 4 to the Consent Order: sampling on "days with
rain or days following precipitation by less than 24 hours should be
avoided." In interpreting these study results, however, the RI should
consider the broader guidelines set forth in the NCP. The October-November
1984 air asbestos study was conducted under conditions that "ranged from wet
to relatively dry." The results cannot be considered representative of air
concentrations during dry summer months when the population around the site
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Mr. Rodney Gaither - Page Three

is more likely to be outdoors and, as a result, more likely to be exposed to
airborne asbestos from the site.
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions on the comments
presented above. PRC and INTERA will comment on the results of the air lead
concentration and ground water inorganic anion studies at your request. Ron
Lantz at INTERA and I will await further directions from you before pro-
ceeding on this work assignment.
Sincerely,
PRC Environmental Management, Inc.

John Dirgo
Environmental Scientist
JD/md
cc: Nancy Deck (2 copies)

Marian Bernd
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Mr. Marvln ClunpusProject CoordinatorMany-file Service CorporationP.O. Box 5108Denver, Colorado 80217
Re: The Johns-Manvllle Sales CorporationHaukegan. Illinois
Dear Mr. Clumpus:
Per our conversation on July 30, 1985, I Informed you that I hadconsidered the first air monitoring test for lead (Pb) to be cancelleddue to rain. I was Informed later from Hike Oeblsh, of the Waukeganplant, that testing would probably begin on Thursday morning.August 1, 1985. As you are probably aware of, the final RemedialInvestigation Report (RI) states that the testing should begin onJuly 29. 1985. The testing for lead (Pb) 1n the air and the collectionof additional water samples should not have to exceed two weeks,with weather permitting, from the start date.
Sincerely yours,

Rodney G. GaltherRemedial Project Manager
cc: R. OlefenbachB. Neuberger

RG:clm:WMD:HWEB:CERCLA Enforcement Section:7/31/85
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AUG T1985
Johns-Manville Waukegan Disposal Area

Rodney G. GaitherRemedial Project Manager
Babette Neuberger, ORC

Per your letter and recent conversations to me, a typed letter in draftform regarding the above subject matter, was hand-carried to your officeon Tuesday, July 30, 1985, for your approval.
Unfortunately, you were not able to respond at that time, nor the next day.It was, and still Is, my intent to have my comments in response to thefinal Remedial Investigation Report in the hands of Johns-Manvilie'sCoordinator by August 3, 1985.
If there are any further changes, please inform me of them.

cc: File
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* *. UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION 5
230 SOUTH DEARBORN ST.
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS <MM

5 1985 REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF:

MEMORANDUM
SUBJECT: Comments on Remedial Investigation Report of Johns-Manville Sales Corporation

W6f5",'IFROM: Babette J. Neuberger
Assistant Regional Counsel

TO: Rodney Gaither , Remedial Project Manager

I have reviewed the comments on Johns-Manvil le's Remedial
Investigation Report that were submitted to the Agency by Intera
Technologies, Inc. and Planning Research Corporation (PRC) . The
comments were reviewed to determine a) deficiencies in the company's
report; b) need for additional study; c) the EPA contractors'
understanding of the scope of agreement between EPA and Johns-
Manville; and d) strategy for further negotiations and/or litigation.

To place my comments in proper perspective let me underscore
the operable provisions of the agreement reached with Johns-Manville. First , Johns-Manville committed to undertake a Remedial
Investigation and Feasibil ity Study at its Waukegan facility, and
to submit a completed Remedial Investigation report by February
5, 1985 . By letter dated February 8, 1985 , Valdas Adamkus extende
the deadline for submitting the RI report as follows: a draft RI
report was to be submitted by March 4, 1985 . A final RI report,
incorporating comments submitted on the draft report, is to be
submitted two weeks after receipt of comments on the draft report.
Pursuant to paragraph VI of the Consent Agreement, Johns-Manville
is liable for stipulated penalties in the amount of up to $ 2 0 0 0 . 0 0
per week, for failure to submit a timely RI report. Under paragraph
VI .E , Johns-Manville may be liable for the full amount of statutory
penalties for other violations of the Agreement. In addition,
pursuant to paragraph iv . a3.e . , of the Agreement, Johns-Manvillemay be required to do additional studies as determined to be
necessary, following completion of the work plan contained in
Exhibits 1 and 2 of the Agreement .

The comments on the RI report that we submit to Johns-Manville
must dist inguish between defic iencies in the draft RI report
which must be corrected within two weeks , and def ic ienc ies in the
sampling program that require addit ional study pursuant to paragraph
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IV . a . B . e . , of the Agreement . It is important that we develop a
clear record of the company's responsibi l i t ies and the relevant
provisions of the Consent Agreement . This will help in the event
negotiations break down and referra l for litigation becomes
necessary. In addition, note that pursuant to paragraph V .C . we
have thirty days to review the final RI report; and that if we
disapprove the report we must specify what further work needs to
be done, why it must be done and a proposed schedule therefore .

With respect to the comments of Planning Research Corporat ion,
I have tentatively determined that the following comments should
be reflected as defic iencies in the draft report (to be corrected
within two weeks) :

1. Interpretation of asbestos monitoring study results
( p . 1 -3 ) ;

2. Air monitoring study object ives ( p . 3 )
3. Condit ions during sampling period ( p .3 -4 )
4. On-site sources and control activit ies ( p .4 -5 )
5. Contamination of blanks ( p .5 )
6. Non-uniformity of asbestos f iber deposits in fi lters

( p . 5 -6 )
I recognize that several of these defic iencies may require

additional sampling to correct ( eg . fai lure to collect background
samples at least 5km from the site ( p .3 ) and fai lure to conduct
additional blank analysis in the event of contamination, dis-
crepancies or inconsistencies ( p . 5 ) ) . Neverthe less , these
represent problems with the initial sampling program, and the
company's failure to comply with the terms of the Work Plan.
For this reason, the company should not be given greater than two
weeks to "cure the defec t s , " without incurr ing the r isk of statutory
penalties and/or the threat of l it igation for fai lure to comply
with the Consent Agreement .

If these problems are not corrected in the final report , the
report should be re jected pursuant to the terms of paragraph V . C .

The initial sampling program revealed the need for additional
study of the lead "problem" pursuant to paragraph IV . a . 3 . e . , of
the Consent Agreemen t . Therefore , the comments of Planning Research
Corporat ion re lat ing to On-s i te Lead Concentrat ions in Air should
be charac t e r i z ed as "the need for add i t iona l study" beyond the
two week due date for the final RI report .
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In addition, while PRC's comments do not explictly indicate

the need for additional air monitoring under "conditions which
would result in the maximum potential contaminant generation and
off-s i te migrat ion" the RPM and the CERCLA Enforcement Section
may determine that additional study is necessary especially in
light of the defic iencies pointed out in the initial report and
the "discovery" of an apparent "new" source of asbestos exposure
on-site, ie. the waste piles.

The comments submitted by Intera Technologies, Inc. raise
several questions. Initially I question whether complete anion
analyses was required in the Work Plan. If not, why should we
require it now?

Second, Intera reaches several assumptions in its report,
the basis for which are not clear to me. Intera relies on these
assumptions to conclude that additional study to determine the
probable ground-water movement is necessary. Specifically, Intera
states :

1. It believes the water level data for September 27,
1 9 8 4 , is the most representat ive for the site,
( p .2 )

2. The temperature contours shown on Fig. 4-5 of the RI
report are undoubtably more a result of conduction
rather than convection with the ground-water flow
( p . 2 ) , and

3. A ground-water mound underlies the entire JM waste
disposal area.

I would like to have a better understanding of the basis for
these assumptions before we submit these comments to Johns-
Manville. In addit ion, I question whether it would not be better
to present Intera 1 s assumptions as "possibil it ies" raised by the
data which require additional study, rather than as stated
assumptions about the data which must be conf irmed. The latter
approach leaves us open for greater attack .

Intera ' s comment concerning Potential Pathway for Lead
Transported off-s i te ( p p .4 -5 ) should be presented as a defic iency
in the dra f t RI report to be corrected for the final report .

Let ' s discuss these comments and our strategy at your earl iest
convenience. By allowing pr ivate parties to conduct Remedial
Invest igat ions and Feasib i l i ty Studies the Agency has presented
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companies with a great opportunity to subvert the RI/FS process.
I bel ieve the results of Johns-Manvi l le 1s effort s indicate a
"worst case" example of what can go wrong when a PRP is allowed
to conduct an RI/FS. Because of the shoddy work performed by
Johns-Manville and its contractor, it is incumbent on us to work
closely together to ensure that quick and effect ive enforcement
is brought to bear against the company if the noted defic iencies
are not corrected in a very timely fash ion.
cc: Diefenbach/Niedergang/Miner/Stringham

Magel/Gade/Ullr ich/Schaefer



Itenvlll* Swviot CorporationKen-Caryl Ranch POB 5108
Denver, Colorado 80217
303 978-2000

CERTIFIED MAIL, RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
September 7, 1984 fn\ IP fft P H MlUJ IE '!/• !:? L "'..''
Basil G. Constantelos $£P 1U 138^
Director, Waste Management Division
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency WASTE MANAGLV,
Region V BRANCH "230 South Dearborn Street
Chicago, IL 60604
Re: Johns-Manvilie Waukegan Disposal Area RI/FS
Dear Mr. Constantelos:
In accordance with Article XIII.A. of the Administrative Order
by Consent (the "Consent Order") entered into between Johns-
Manville Sales Corporation and the U. S. Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, I have forwarded to the USEPA, Region V,
Regional Hearing Clerk on this date a check in the amount of
$43 ,735 .00 payable to the order of the Hazardous Substances
Response Trust Fund. For your files, I have enclosed a copy of
the check and accompanying cover letter.
Further, in accordance with Article V .B . of the Consent Order,
I am hereby submitting the first monthly progress report
describing the efforts of Johns-Manvilie towards implementing
the terms of the Consent Order. If you have any questions
or comments concerning the form or content of the report,
please let me know.
Very truly yours,

K. (Chet) Nerheim,
Manager, Assets Recovery and

Project Coordinator
*

KN/
Enclosures



PROGRESS REPORT NO. 1

Date: September 7, 1984

IMPLEMENTATION OP ADMINISTRATIVE
ORDER BY CONSENT

JOHNS-MANVILLE SALES CORPORATION
WAUKEGAN FACILITY DISPOSAL AREA

WAUKEGAN, ILLINOIS



I. General
A. On July 16, 1984, Johns-Manville petitioned the United

States Bankruptcy Court for approval to enter into the
Consent Order; on August 9, 1984, the Court entered suchan order.

B. Per Article V .B . of the Consent Order, this first month-
ly progress report is being submitted; subsequent
progress reports will be submitted on or before the
tenth day of each month until the Consent Order is fully
implemented.

II. Work Undertaken/Completed
A. Installation of warning signs per Article IV.A. I . of the

Consent Order
B. Completion of water balance study and report per Article

IV .A .2 . of the Consent Order
C. Designation of Project Coordinator and Alternate Project

Coordinators per Article VIII. of the Consent Order
D. Preparation of draft Work Plan for Geotechnical and

Hydrological Investigation
E. Requests for bids to perform air monitoring study sent

to candidate consultants
F. Payment of response costs per Article XIII .A. of the

Consent Order (payment sent via certified mail onSeptember 7, 1984)
III. Work Scheduled

A. Field work for Geotechnical and Hydrological Investiga-
tion to begin week of 9/9 (2-3 weeks estimated forcompletion)

B. Bids for air monitoring study to be reviewed and con-
sultant to be selected

C. Submittal of final Work Plan for Geotechnical and
Hydrological Investigation
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IV. Remarks

A. Draft Work Plan for Geotechnical and Hydrological Inves-
tigation reviewed with USEPA and IEPA on August 22,
1984; plan verbally approved, subject to minor revisions
agreed to at meeting.

B. Johns-Manville has not received USEPA's designation of
its Project Coordinator per Article VIII. of the Consent
Order and, until otherwise notified, will continue to
direct all communications to Director, Waste Management
Division, USEPA, Region V.

C. On or about August 21, 1984, Johns-Manville requested
USEPA's approval of certain work completed per Article
V . C . I , of the Consent Order and is looking forward to
such approval.

K. (Chet) Nerheim,
Project Coordinator
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k'. (Chc t ) :'ii;rSc.-iijj, Ma
Assot- Sfcnvtry and Proper. . Coordinator
fianvilk- St . rv ; c^ Cor p
P.O. 3wx 51' jn
Cenvor , Co lorado 3021 /
Dear Mr. i larhu'im:
Thi:> l.' lt^r is to inf ' crm you ihat I approve the Work-Plan for iko'ixch-
nica! anc! Hydroijcolo^ical invcst lf jat lons i.>roduccd by KMA, incorporated,inc luding :hc January, 1 "34, CAL , Incorporated, Quality Assurance Manual
v»fth the October 4, 1D84 , Supplement. T!K- one cond i t ion to uln's approval
is 'that Ihv: Rented lal Invcstgation Report is to contain, in an appendix,
the raw data from thu sample anal yz is runs from chromium, cadmium,
jclbniun, and sulf ide. Include there- al 50 the GC/MS outputs for a
sample contain ing detectable ccntaminaticn. In t' ie evont no Jatectionswere cv^r mado, ..ubstituc an example no-detect run.
Johns-Manvi lU Salss Corporation has new conploU.d Soct ir/n 1 . 2 . 1 •>-?
Exhibit 2 of the content ordc'r between Johns-Manvi l le Sales Corporat ion
and U .S . EPA. I appreciate your efforts toward our iyoal .
Sinccraly yu

Wi l l i am D. Mains
Remedial Sito Project f-Janayer
cc: KMA, Inc

Sabcttu Ncwbergur 5C
bcc : Jaracs Whipplo J-H

Robert Ccwles IEPA
Chris Grundlcr OWPE
Rodney Galthtr RRSII

5HR- l3 :MHa 1 n s : a j : n -C3-Q4:D 1 s k #2



K. (Chcl) S«rne1«, ftanagcrAiwt& Recovery and Project CoordinatorMany fi le Service CorporationP.O. Box 5106Colorado 80217
Dear Nr. flerhe1>:
TbU letter 1s to tnfem you that I approve the Work -Plan for See tech-nical and Hydrogeologlcal Investigation* produced by MA. Incorporated,Including the January, 1984, CAL. Incorporated. Quality Assurance Itairaalwith the October 4, 1984, SttppUaent. Tb« cnc condition tc this approvalfs tfcat the Remedial investgatloft Beport Is to coatala, 1n an app«nd1x.tn« raw data frca t«e saaiplo analysis runs fWfir chro«1tni, eadafun,^Unioai, aad su1. fid*. Incledt tner* als» tbe 6C/NS outpati for ata*p1« cofttatnlng d«t«ctabl« contamination. In t»« event no detectionsever cad«t subititu* an tM«pl« no-detect run*

le Sale& Corporation has now ctapleted Section 1 .2. 1 ofI of the cuoseat ?rdtr between Ji/hns-HiAvine Sales Corpora ticsand. U.S. £?A. I appreciate your efforts toward
Sincerely /oars,

« 0
Sita

cc: XMA, Ineftetettt flewbor^r ?C
bcc: James Whipp le J-MRobert Cowles IEPA

Chris Grundler OUPE
P^dney Galther RRSII

5HR-l3:VIMains :a j : l l -09-84:D1skJ2
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ENGINEERS • CONSULTANTS • PLANNERS •

KUMAR MALHOTR A & ASSOCIATES. INC
3000 Eas i Bel l Line N E
Gtanrl FUpiris, Michigan 49505
Telephone (6 16 1 361 5092
October 12, 1984

Wil l i am D. MainsOn-Scene Coordinator
U . S . E . P . A . , Region 5230 South Dearborn Street
Chicago, Il l inois 60604
Reference: Waste Disposal SiteJohns-Manvi l le , Waukegan, Il l inois
Dear Mr. Mains :
First of all I must thank you for your assistance to KMA's staff during the fieldinvestigations. This letter is in response to your review/comments on the draftwork plan for field investigations at the above referenced s i te . This response
covers comments made in the August 22, 1984 work plan review meeting at Waukegan,I l l inois as well as those addressed in your September 1984 letter to James H.Whipp le of Manvi l l e Service Corporation.
Responses to all of the comments and suggestions made during the August 22, 1984
meeting have been incorporated in the work plan and copies of the revised workplan are enclosed for your review and approval. As you are aware from your siteinspections that various procedures and precautions l isted in the work plan werefollowed during field investigations.
A summary of procedures actually used in the field will be presented in the In-vestigations Report.
A response to your comments in September 1984 letter is presented in the enclosed
supplement to the Qual i ty Assurance Manual submitted to you during the August 22,1984 meeting. This supplement addresses each of the sections outl ined in your
September, 1984 letter except section 5 . 10 . Data reduction methods will bediscussed in the Remedial Investigation (R I ) Report as specified in the work plan.
Methods to identify and treat outliers is presented in Section 7 of the CantonLaboratory Qual i ty Assurance Manual . However a brief summary of methods used
wil l be included in the RI Report.
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions on the enclosed infor-mation.

Sincerely yours,

Enclosure
c c : J . H . Wh ipp l e
SKM:cw

S . K . Malhotra , P hD . , P . E ,
Project Manager



(Ohet)
le Service Corporat ion

; 'ear 'r.
In k^epir iv j '=ntb the- rernnr^nents of Art i c l e V I I I of the Aninist . r?tive Order hy
Consent s igned between " .3. EPA and Jchns-"anvi 1 le Service Corporation on Jum>
19, 19K4, I have (w*n ' <PS'nna t?c { th?» £PA Project Coordinator. ; »n Alt
Project Coordinator, '-JoHnpy f ia ither» h^s also been '.*es1<jnate'1.
In rrspois^ to ynnr Inquiry concernfnq two v/r>rk Item*;, R°A 1s 1n receipt of the;.'atpr u< » lanc° Stuffy and ^cknowledqes that warninq s1; jns h*ve *>een posted DPT
t'ip *' ;r' ! ar. 's t>e Tl^uflcy of thf> ' *ater T^l^oce Study is ^est ju'fopd when t^«>
• •or 1 ' currently 'inderway Is cor^pliat^d, I w1s^ to confln? ny action *o noting Its

Jt. T' io ' !/ » f . o r :«al^nce Study notes SOP*? llnltatlnns of its 1nv * » s t 1uat ion
"ay, tr r;?y not, affect t'uturo cons l^prat lnns . 's 3 result , I f°«1 it
*IP che*nor ^nd jxire riirert for us to -i lscuss ;yhat othpr, or --ori*

invest! opt ion - ' 1 1 1 v;p r^ri inr<»d, if ?iy, =>t suc^ tlr-ip t^^t fie ' ' ^ ter ^.l
St.i i-iy and Inft ^ f»n?><« i -? 1 Inv*st1yat ion can '^e »vf l lMatftd tooether.
" ( i1le it is trt? that t^r>s° oortlons of the ••'raft ; ;or!c P l ^ n (hydro. ;?n)
•/fre av^i la'i le it our *u'iust ?2, 1 °H4, "ieet1no w«re verbally approved '
•ir»d1f1 cat ions, T <•.'<«»> to ''r^t your attention to ^ najor rois l^er^nion. i£!JA h,-,<5
illowpd work to proceed b.ise<l on thr» acceptable portions of the rfraft "*orkplan. How»v<»r. as work procnen*: sariplps arp taken and holding tii«»s :!ay He
•>xc»eHed bafor* draft work olan portions covprlnq sariple analysis are received
or approved. This can result 1n sanpl«»s v^hlch ar»» too ol* to analyze, or
sanpl*»s which wero analy7»d hy unacceptable rethods. Either condition vould
require resa^-olinr;. I sincerely hope that the retMinlnij oortions of thp draft

plan are received in * readily acceptable form soon.
Sincerely yours,

0. '^ins
l Sit 1 1 i'^

• " ! ! 1A ! !CM: ! } /
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Manvllle Service Corporation • • _^ ___ • 11 _Ken-Caryl Ranch FOB 5108 IXflPI FIX/I 11^Denver Colorado 80217 • W • W« I I W 111 VrDenver. Colorado 80217
303 978-2000

September 7, 1984
CERTIFIED MAIL, RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Regional Hearing Clerk
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region V
230 South Dearborn Street
Chicago, IL 60604

Dear Sir/Madam:
Johns-Manville Sales Corporation ("Johns-Manvilie") and the U.
S. Environmental Protection Agency ("USEPA") recently entered
into an Administrative Order by Consent (the "Consent Order")
concerning the Johns-Manville Waukegan Facility Disposal Area.
As part of the Consent Order, Johns-Manville agreed to pay to
USEPA the sum of $ 4 3 , 7 3 5 . 0 0 as reimbursement of response costs
incurred by USEPA from August 26, 1982 through March 1, 1984.
In accordance with the terms of Article XII I .A. of the Consent
Order, I am forwarding to your attention the enclosed check
payable to the order of the Hazardous Substances Response
Trust Fund. If you have any questions, please call me at your
convenience.
Very truly yours,

K (Chet) Nerheim
Manager, Assets Recovery and

Project Coordinator
KM/
Enclosure
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Manville 566776
JOHNS-MANVILLE SALES CORPORATION*

* * * * * *43t 735Mtan OOc 09 07 84 * * * * * *43,735.00

HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES RESPONSETRUST FUND tUSEPA REG V230 SO DEARBORN STCHICAGO IL 60604

To: FUpuMcBank Brown wood—Brownwood, TMMAn Affiliate of fUpubHcBwk OaNM
»
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Table 1 '
EXAMPLE OF FORMAT TO SUMMARIZE PRECISION, ACCURACY AND COMPLETENESS OBJECTIVES
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5.0T
Section No.Revision No."__ _ _Date: June 24. 1984Page __i of

5.0 Quality Assurance Objectives

Media Parameter Method . CompletenessPrecision Accuracy %
Soil As, Se, Sb, Sn(Champaign Lab)

Ba, Be, Cd, Cr,Cu, Fe, Pb, Mn,Hg, Ni, Ag, Zn,
Al(Champaign Lab)

Tl(Champaign Lab

Co, V,(Champaign Lab)

CN(Champaign Lab)
Sulflde(Champaign Lab)
PCBs

Semi-Volatiles
Ground As, Se, Sb, Snwater

1 manual digestion +20%followed by AutomatedHydride generation
^Manual digestion +20%(I36.13II) followedby Atomic AbsorptionDirect Aspiration
methods 38.1 , 39.1 ,40.1 . 42.1 . 44.1 45.146. 1 . 48.1 , 49. 1 .50.1 , 53. 1 . 55. 1 ,57.1
^Manual digestion( 136.13 II) followed by'Atomic Absorption method.

+10%

+10%

95%

95%

^Autoclave digestion( I36.12A) followed byAtomic Absorptionsmethods 303A, 303Cand 303A

+20% +10% 95%

In bottomsediment
1Methylene BluePhotometric Method
1 SemimicroExtraction followed
by 2GC Method
4 or 5 and 9
1manual digestionfollowed by Automated
Hydride generation

+20%

+20%

A
+20%

+20%

+20%

A

A
+10%

95%

95%

95%

95%
95%

- 11 -
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Section No. 1 1 .0Revision No. T
Date: June 24 , 1984
Page 2 of 14

A blank will be analyzed with each set of soil samples. IndividualAroclors should not be detected at concentrations exceeding 0.1 PPM(based on a one gram sample).
DETECTION LIMIT:
0.2 PPM in soil (based on a one gram air-dried sample) IndividualAroclors. Detection limits may be appreciably higher than 0.2 PPM whenlarge concentrations of other Aroclors are present. Detection limitsgreater than 0.2 PPM are proper when the heterogenous nature of a sampleprecludes obtaining a representative aliquot.
REPRESENTITIVENESS:
A representative aliquot of the sample is obtained by air-drying,powdering, seiving and mixing the entire soil sample from the 6 oz.sample bottle. Notatun will be made for any sample of such heterogeneousnature the precludes Q.A. objectives being met.
Organic Analysis for Volatile and Semi volatile Compounds.
Analysis for volatile organics and semi-volatile organic compounds willbe performed using the following IEPA methods.
a. GC/MS Method for Volatile Organics Analysis Purge/Trap Procedure.(Equivalent to USEPA Method 624 or 8240).
b. GC/MS Method for Semi-Volatile Organic Analysis(Equivalent to USEPA Method 625 or 8250).
Accuracy
a. Tuning of the mass spectrometer twice per day shall meet criteriaspecified by method listed above for BFB and DFTPP.
b. Calibration standards are used to audit accuracy of GC/MScalibration. BFB Is placed In every Interval standard for volatileorganic analysis, and DFTPP Is placed in the semi volatile Intervalstandard. Calibration standard specifications should be within thel imits stated in the method.
c. Internal Standard

1. Internal standard for the volatile compound analysis containsall of the following:

1 16



Section No. 1 1 .0
Revis ion No. 1Date: June 24, 1984
Page 3 of 14 ~

04-! ,2-Dichloroe thane
ueneD-|o-Ethyl benzene4-Bromofl uorobenzene

2. Internal standards for the Semivolatile (Base/NeutralExtractables) compound analysis contains all of the fol lowing:
ueneDs-Ni trobenzeneDfl-NaphtholeneDFTPP

Dio-Phenanthrene
Internal standards for the Semivolatile extractable compoundanalysis contains all of the following:
D3- PhenolD5-Ni trobenzene

The internal standard instrument response shall not vary more than +_20 percent from the beginning until the end of the days analyses.
d. Surrogate Standards

Surrogate standard for the volatile compound analysis contains all ofthe following compounds:
1 ,2-DichloropropaneFl uorobenzene3-Bromobenzotri fl uoride

Surrogate standard for he semi volatile Base/Neutral extractable compoundanalysis contains the following compound:
Pentafluorophenol

Each sample aliquot of soil or other nonb-aqueous material will be spikedwith approximately ;500 reg of the appropriate semi-volatile surrogates.After extraction and concentration the final extract will be approximate50 ng/ul when analyzed by GC/MS.
Each sample aliquot of soil or other non aqueous material will be spikedwith approximately 50 ug of the volat i le surrogates. After extractionand dilution in 5 ml of water, the concentration of the water will be 50
ug/1 ( PPM) .

1 1 7
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Stock standards for PCBs are prepared at least every six months.
Stock standards for volatile and semi volati le organics are preparedevery month and kept in the freezer.
GROUNDWATER
A. PCB' s

1. Accuracy
a. Aroclor standards used for ca l ibrat ion . . . . . . . . . same asbefore for soil and nonaqueous sarnie.
b. For the determination of PCBs In groundwater one samplespike for each Aroclor will be performed with each set of

groundwaters to be analyzed. Spike recoveries should bebetween 70 ml 120% recovery. Resulting spike recoverieswill be reported on the QA summary for RI/FS.
Blanks will be determined with each set of groundwateranalyses. Aroclors shall not be detected at concentrationsexceeding 0.1 ug/1.

2. Precis ion
A duplicate analysis will be performed with every 10 samples.This shall follow normal quality control protocol for wateranalysis.

3. Detection Limit
0.1 ug/1 (ppb) In water for undeveloped Aroclors based on a oneliter sample. The presence of high concentrations of oneAroclor may make the detection limits considerably higher forother Aroclor.

B. Volatile
Same as soils. Detection limit In water Is 5 ug/1.
Duplicate trip blanks are to be collected for volatile, with each setof groundwater sampled.

1 18
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C. Semi vol a tiles •

Same as soil . Detection limit 10-25 ug/1 for most compounds.
WASTE
A. PCBs

1 . Accuracy
Same as PCBs in soil. Detection limit 10 - 100 ppm.

B. Volatile
Same as soil. Detection limit 10 to 100 ppm.

C. Senrfvolatiles.
Same as soil. Detection limit 10 to 100 ppm.

RESIDUE
A. PCBs

Same as soi l .
B. Semi volatile

Refer to soils.
GENERAL QUALITY CONTROL FOR GROUNDWATER SAMPLES:
Working Standards:
Working standards are prepared weekly and compared with those of previousweek to assure there Is no deviation. Known standards (USEPA) are alsorun at the same time to guarantee the accuracy of the new standards.
Spiked Samples:
Standard sp ik ing solutions are prepared in acetone for PCBs andvolat i les . Standards made from the same stock solutions are made up atthe same time and used to evaluate spikes. Spike 1s run with every setor every 10 sample which ever is smaller. Spikes are used to discoverlong term trends in methods and also to find discrepancies in a givenset. Recoveries are calculated as follows:

1 1 9
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Peak Height Spike s % RecoveryPeak Height Standard
A chart is maintained for each compound. The average % Recovery andstandard deviation (std. dev. ) are calculated and control charts areprepared showing upper and lower control limits represent j*2 std. dev.(See Figure __}. Spikes which fall outside this range should berepeated along with blank and a random sample from the set in question.If the repeated sample duplicates it? original value and the repeatedspike is in control, the original spike is thrown out as indeterminant
error. If the repeated sample does not duplicate its original valueand/or if the repeated spike is still out of control limits the entireset must be repeated.
Average percent recovery and standard deviations are calculated everythree months to reflect the accurate spread of data.
Replicates:
One duplicate is run with every set or every 20th sample whichever issmaller. For soil samples, every 10th sample is duplicated. Duplicatespikes and duplicate samples are used to generate precision data.Precis ion is calculated by the Shewn art method. Precision charts aremaintained for each compound spiked.
Blanks:
Slanks are run with every set or every 20th sample whichever is smaller.For soil samples, every 10th sample is a blank sample. The blank valuesare not formally documented but chromatograms of the blank for each setis available to report that the blank was free of Interferences.
Quality Control Samples:
Known quality control samples are run every three months. Values must bewithin 2 standard deviations. For volatile organics these quarterlycheck samples are run beginning of each week.
Surrogate Samples:
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Calibrat ion Standards:
Calibrat ion standards are prepared from the stock solutions same as theworking standards. Each calibration curve is composed of a blank and six
standards.

Champaign Laboratory
See ' IEPA Quality Assurance Manual' September, 1981 , Revised February1984 Champaign Section Page 51 through 97 for detail quality assuranceprocedure. In addition to all that following steps will also beimplemented for this project:

Soil Samples
1. 2 samples will be spiked prior to digestion or disti l lation.2. 2 Samples will be run in duplicates.
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Chicago Laboratory:
OBJECTIVES
Qual ity control programs have two important aspects. First, it is aprocess of testing and statistical data analysis, to determine the actualproperties and "goodness" of an analytical method. Second, it is amonitoring process of control and correction to assure quality results.

.*

Qual ity control is useful as a tool for the analyst to evaluate, correct,and improve technique. It provides guidelines for accepting andrejecting data, and generates confidence in analytical results.
PRECISION AND ACCURACY
Quality is measured in terms of both precison and accuracy. Precisionrefers to reproducibility of replicate observations of the sampleTAccuracy refers to the degree of difference between the observed valueand the known or "true" v a l u e . A method may have high precision but maybe inaccurate because or poor standards, Inaccurate dilutions, Impropercalibration, or poor recovery. On the other hand, a method may beaccurate but lack precision because of low Instrument sensitivity,variable rate of biological activity or other factors. Examples areillustrated in Figure 1.

U, TRUE VALUE

U'j -B-

-B-Figure 1 Methods with (a) High Precision and High Accuracy (b) HighPrecis ion and Low Accuracy (c) Low Precision and Low Accuracy. Syntheticreference samples or other stable reference samples of known or unknownconcentration are useful as either check or control samples to Indicatewhether instrumental and chemical processes are in control. Thesesamples should have statistical control limits established on theirvalues to Indicate when a process 1s "out of control" and data 1s,therefore, unacceptable.
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Precision and Accuracy Statements
For most of the parameters there is some type of Quality Controlreference sample analyzed. The results of these samples are compiled
monthly, reviewed and filed in their Individual parameter binders. Fromthese files, the data was obtained to determine precision and accuracystatements. If available, 20 data points (N) were taken from a run. The
mean (x"), standard deviation (o2) , relative standard deviation(RSD ) , and % Recovery were determined for each parameter.
Precis ion Statement
Precision is defined as the reproducibil 1ty of results when replicatemeasurements are made on a homogeneous sample under "normal" laboratoryconditions, and by using the same technique, reagents and Instruments,preferably by the same analyst or group of analysts working 1n arelatively narrow concentration range. Results are expressed In terms ofdeviation from the mean value of the replicates, the spread or range ofthe data set, relative precision standard deviation, and variance.
The constituent of Interest should be measured on 5 to 10 similarportions of a sample, carefully following the specified method.
To illustrate, 10 alkalinity measurements are given 1n Table #1. Thearithmetic mean, deviation of each Individual measurement from the mean,and the square of deviations from the mean are included 1n the table.
Standard deviation(s) 1s calculated from the expression:

n-l
Variance Is defined as S2, Or:

rv-T
For the example in (Table 1 ). S = 2 . 1 7 , and S2 = 4 . 7 1 .
A s imi lar set of data should be acquired .for a sample containing adifferent level (concentration) of the parameter of interest. Precision
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can, and often does, vary as a function of concentration. Relativeprecision at the high and low values of the normal range of the parameter
can be determined from S/7.

TABLE 3. Calculation of Precision of Analytical Method

Analysis
No.

Alkalinity(mg/L CaC03)x
Individual Deviation

from the mean Deviation(x i -x )2

1 .2.3.
4.
5.6.
7.8.
9.10.

True ValueN70RSD% Recovery

153151155
154
154153
156153
149156Mean (x) « 153 .4

153.010153.4
2. 171.4%100.3

0.43.41 .6
0.6
0.60.4
2.60.4
4.4
2.6 Sum (i)

0. 165.76
2.560.36
0.360. 16
6.760. 16

19 .366.76
« 42.40

"Accuracy" Is defined as the agreement of a measurement to an acceptedvalue. The difference between the accepted and observed values Is theerror of the measurement.relative. Errors are commonly classed as absolute and

Relative error Is reported typically as percentage, or 1n parts perthousand, and is based on a ratio of the absolute error to the mean.
STATISTICS
Commonly used statistics in this quality control program are:

1 . m - the true value
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2. s - the true standard deviation
3. n - the number of observations or samples
4. XT - an individual observation or value
5. Y - the sample mean or average defined by

As the number of observations, n, approaches infinity, X approaches thetrue value m for a normal distribution. Thus the mean is a measure of
the true value or accuracy.

6. S - the sample standard deviation defined by

n - 1
As the number of observations, n, approaches Infinity, S approaches thetrue value, s. This is a measure of the dispersion or scatter of aquantity about its mean. It 1s used as an Indication of precision. Thelarger the value of S, the larger the degree of scatter and the less thedegree of precision.

7. V - the relative standard deviation generally expressed as apercent.
V = 100 S

x
This measure normalizes the standard deviation with respect to the mean.

8. % Yield - also referred to as % recovery, is the mean of theknown sample or spike recovered from the analysis divided bythe known amount expressed as a percent.

100 X
% Yield = ———

1
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Where 7 = mean observed value
Xl = accepted value
% yield is used as an indication of accuracy.
9. Variance - the sum of the squares of the deviation of thevalues from their mean divided by the total number of datavalues (n) minus 1

The definition of the variance can be expressed by thefollowing formula:

S2 «r(X XP2

n-T
CONTROL CHARTS

GENERAL OBJECTIVES
1. To obtain Initial estimates for the key parameters, particularlymeans and standard deviations.

These are used to compute the central lines and the control linesfor the control charts.
2. To ascertain when these parameters have undergone a radical change,either for worse or for better. In the former case, a modificationin the central process 1s Indicated.
3. To determine when to look for assignable causes of unusualvariations so as to take the necessary steps to correct them oralternately to establish when the process should be left alone.
PRECISION
1. A set of calibration standards 1s run in the beginning of anautomated analytical run and a real sample Is then analyzed every10th sample and a standard at least every 20th sample from theinitial set of calibration standards.

a. An outside reference, where available, is tested a minimum of(3) times throughout the analytical run (beginning, middle, andend). This reference has a "true value" and is used to set the

126



r c
Section No. 1 1 .0Revis ion No. T
Date: June 24. 1984
Page IT of 14 ~

limits of a particular test based on data obtained by testingthis reference over a minimum of 3 months.
b. The relative standard deviation (RSD) obtained on the referencesample is used to monitor the precision and is the basis onwhich limits for precision are set.

2. Initial limits are established by:
a. Reviewing historical data on each parameter and establishingthe capabilities of the Instrument in regard to detectionlimits.
b. Running a new reference several times during a one monthperiod. Results higher and lower than the true value areobserved and limits are established.

Limit - True Value x RSD expressed as a %.
3. Quality control charts are maintained for all the chemical testsperformed 1n the laboratory on a routine basis. The mean, standarddeviation, relative standard deviation and the percent yield in thecase of known references are calculated and placed on the qualitycontrol sheets.
4. The quality control data sheets are submitted to the LaboratoryControl Officer for review on a monthly basis. If an analyst isexperiencing difficulties with a particular test, the analyst isinstructed to notify the supervisor before test results are reportedfrom the laboratory.
ACCURACY
1. Accuracy is measured on each chart run by the use of known referencestandards. USEPA reference samples (type K) are used to verify thisaccuracy.
2. A known outside reference sample type K should be tested a minimumof three times throughout the chart run.

a. The mean, standard deviation, relative standard deviation andthe % yield are calculated and placed on the quality controlsheets.
The mean is calculated and compared to the true value of theknown by calculating the % variance (or % error)
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% Variance = TOO(true value - observed value)true vaTue
3. Zero concentrations standards are prepared and analyzed within atest run for those tests requiring the addition of a preservative tothe sample. The results are placed in the parameter log book.
4. Digestion blanks are prepared and analyzed within a test run forthose tests requiring a digestion step prior to analysis. Theresults are placed in the parameter log book.
5. For those analyses where the laboratory does not have an outsidereference sample, a real sample is analyzed in triplicate. Themean, standard deviation and relative standard deviation arecalculated and the results are placed on the quality control sheets.

ACTIVITY
MONITORED
Normal QCProtocol

Cal ibrationCurve

Duplicates

Blanks &StandardsSpikes

ALL METALS -- RCRA

PROCEDURE
See Laboratory QC Protocolfor detailed procedure anddefinitions (p. 51)
Run the standard curve.

Run an unknown sample induplicate.
Method of standard additions.

LIMITS
See tables for limitsfor each element.

See tables for limitsfor each element.

REQUENCY
Each Run

Every hourof continuoussample analysis
Every 10samples
EP extracts,new samplematrix, andsamples for adellstingpetition
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Project CoordinatorManv111e Service CorporationP.O. Por. 51 DA
Oenver, Colorado £0217
Seer ?r. Clanpus:
Tne U.£. Environmental Protection Aq*ncy and two contracting agencies have
reviewed the Draft Remedial Investigation Serort (PI) produced by Kunar'-'albotra £ Associates, Inc. for t*e tlohns-fanvllle Disposal area 1n Wsufcer-an.minds.
The following consents are In response to that source of document.

Air Asbestos Study
P*f. Vol. I. p. 3-1* What rate-rial still contain* friable asbestos?
Fef. Vol. I, p. 5-4 In direct contradiction to the A1r anrt Fire

9rA exnlcsion soctlons, tre City of V«ui>enj»nIbas reported Utter blowing] froui the site anrtfires thit have occurred there. The latest firereported 1n X!ov«?*er, 19?4.
Pef. Vol. I, p. ? Should # H.4 Instep of a 0.? plcropieter filterbeen used? If so. vfcat Important results «r«being left out 1f such a filter would' vc beenuse*??
Sef. Vol. I, p. 6 Were all of t*e nean concentrations cf fibersbaser* on leng^ r.reater than 5 nlcrnncters as

locations 2 and 5 5
Pef. Vol . !!, p. A-4 If flcolo^y and Enylrom-ent* t conclusion cf thosit* arn^<>red to n-eet reou1r*-*ents for f. positive«1r cession In t»* Jiezard R*nk1rr> SiystfHT (!^S),

t^en xf-i' i.3S v!-' pl«»co<< on th« ?'at1cn?1 Priorit iesList?
n of

«* Air Sarplps for the£ 'Jor1tnr1"-- ct^-v, ?" ̂ lT^ru^rr l r-rs) waVts only « 11
'„ fltvi thfc r.l ;- j »Lt-s r.u i »ttf"t <*;* all to *5«c'«j<; the s1^r1f1cdr :ce cf
.';-.; or;->, ire ti^-'^^os cnr.c'-ntrctloi^. ;-XC«T* fcr e, l-Hcf sorterrc'- or
-! o* t^f- • ' ! , the Isv:* cf fl1r>rr~'p drr'">«*os is •
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Results presented In Tables 7 through 25 of the ORF Report Indicate that forapphibole fibers, there are no significant differences between measured m»-andoff-slte concentrations. For chrysotlle fibers of all lengths, tw-siteconcentrations (0.02? flhers/nl) were statistically significantly higher thanoff-site concentrations (0.006 f1bers/rl) then the means for upper 95% con-fidence Units were conpared. This comparison did not take Into accountblank filter concentrations (see itew 5 below). f'ost chrysotile fibers(100% of fibers counted for off-site filters, 907. for on-s1te filters) wereshorter than 5 •».
The average mass concentration for chrysotlle fibers (calculated from Tables
12 through 21 of the ORF Report) were 6.1 ng/n3 on-s1te and 0.013 ng/r3.Thus, even after accounting for blank levels, on-slte average nass concentra-tions were much higher than off-site.
Possibly, the statement on page 1-1 of the RI — that only fibers longer than5 P are generally associated with health risk — 1s Intended to serve as ajustification for largely ignoring elevated on-slte asbestos levels in In-terpreting study results. Although shorter fibers nay be less toxic, thereis no general consensus that fibers shorter than 5 m are biologically Inactive.Similarly, there is no universal agreement that chrysotlle fibers are lesshazardous than anphiboles.
Uncertainties In the dose-response relationship for asbestos and luny canceror nesothelioma and the difficulties of extrapolating high dose occupationalstudy results down to lower exposure levels make it hard to define the risksof breathing asbestos In ambient air. Nevertheless, a recent study by theNational Research Council (as reported in Zurer, 1985) estimated rcaxlmunIndividual lifeline (73 years, continuous exposure fron birth) lung cancerrisks of 130 per million for male non-snokers exposed to 0.002 fibers/ml.For male smokers, the fRaxImwt risk estimate was 1500 per million because ofthe synergistlc relationship between smoking and asbestos exposure (HIOSH, 1976) ,Due to the uncertainties Inherent In such risk assessnents, lower llrrfts forlifetime risks were estinated at zero per nil Hon.
The average measured ow-$1te fiber concentration 1n the OPF Report Is 5 to10 tines higher (depending OM whether or not it Is corrected for blank counts)than the 0.002 fibers/nl level above. On this basis, there Is at least thepotential for adverse health effects due to long ten* exposure to on-slteasbestos air concentrations. This issue should have been addressed in theRI as part of the Endangernent Assessment In Section 5.
2. Air filtering Study Objectives
The R! nade no attempt to address the spatlal/areal extent of potential
asbestos exposure to the off-site population. According to page 6 of theConsent Order between Johns-Hanvllle and U.S. EPA Region 5 (June 14, 1984).the objectives of the air rwn1torin<; study were to determine whether "air-
borne asbestos concentrations are elevated at. the Disposal Area conpared
to background levels" and to evaluate "the exposure potential for residentsof surrounding areas." The first of these objectives has Seen satisfied as
discussed above; the seconrl has not been addressed. Sections 3 and 5 of the
RI dpscrlbf t^e population worklm; and residing near the Johns-Manville site;
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however, there Is no attanpt to estimate potential asbestos exposure forthis population. This discussion should have been Included In the RI aspart of the Section 5 Endangerment Assessment. *
One of the "background" off-site sample sites (location 2 In Figure 8 of theORF Report) Is located approxlnately 1500 feet beyond the nearest residentialarea to the west of the Johns-Manvllle plant. If this location was selectedto Indicate population exposure levels (I.e., a receptor site), then 1t Is notappropriate as an Indicator of background levels of asbestos. In the Waukeganarea. (It 1s noted that two of the three background sampling locations arewithin 3 kw of the disposal area; the specifications for the air monitoringstudy as described In Exhibit 1 of the Consent Order called for locationsat least 5 kra frcn tre site.)
3. Conditions During SanpUno Period
It appears that the asbestos sampling MIS not carried out under conditions(prolonged drought, high wind) which would result 1n the waxlPiun potentialcontaminant generation and of f-s1 te r? In ration. Section 300.68 of the rCPspecifically lists climate as one of the factors to be considered 1n the RI.Page 3 of the ORF Report states that the air sampling study was conductedduring a period when "ground conditions ranged fraa wet to"relatively dry."Fiber concentrations measured are valid only "for the range of weatherconditions experienced during the study" (OHF Report, Page 8).
Wind speed and direction data for the five sampling days are provided In theORF Report. However, there 1s no Indication In the ORF Report, the RI, orthe Exhibit 1 (to the Consent Order) Sampling Plan where these data wereobtained. They appear to have been collected from a wind vane and anenor«terat a single location. Consequently, 1t 1s unlikely that the data are repre-sentative of the near ground-level conditions at eight widely-spaced samplelocations.
4. On-S1te Sources and Control Activities
Of the five on-site sampling locations, locations 1 and 5 had the highestaverage chrysotlle fiber concentrations, In terms of both fibers/Pi andng/m3. Both sample locations are sited on or near areas marked as "wastepiles" (Figure 1, ORF Report). On-s1te sanpHng locations were selected"to capture high concentrations Irrespective of wind direction or distancefrom on-slte 'sources'" (Exhibit 1 Sampling Plan, Page 9). The sources arelisted as the disposal pit (presumably the active asbestos disposal area),roadways, and the raaln landfill. The waste piles and their contents are notdescribed In the RI and are not listed as on-slte sources. Given theirapparent Influence on airborne asbestos levels, a description of the wastepiles should be provided.
Current on-slte activities for the control of fugitive dust emissions aredescribed only briefly on paqp 5-* of the RI. Since nost potential air
emissions fr«r: the disposal area would be 1n the form of fugitive dust, anore detailed description of control measures 1s warranted. Control measures
required by National Emission Standards for Hazardous A1r Pollutants (MFSIiAP)?re described In greater detail on pages 3-14 and 3-15 of the El, but thesp
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measures presumably refer to the active asbestos disposal area and not tothe site as a whole. (The CFR citation for the asbestos Subpart B of NESHAPMS anended and redeslonated as Subpart M on April 5. 198* (49 FR 13657).The correct citation for regulations applicable to active waste asbestosdisposal areas 1s 40 CFR 61.156.)
5. Contamination of Blanks
As part of the air sampling study, ten field blank filters and three labora-tory blank filters were collected (Exhibit 1 to Consent Order, Page Ifi).During the analysis, three field blanks (two on-s1te, one off-site) and onelaboratory blank were prepared for transmission electron microscopy (TEH)ind counted along with the sample filters. In spite of the fact that filterswere selected from a lot "known to be acceptably low 1n fiber contamination"(ORF Report, Page 2), fiber counts on the blank filters were high. Blankresults are presented In Table 22 of the ORF Report. The total number offibers counted on the off-site field blank was higher than the count on allbut two of the fourteen off-site samples; the two on-slte blanks were as highor higher than 16 of 25 on-slte samples; and the laboratory blank was higherthan 26 of the 39 on- and off-site samples.
Given the Inherent problems 1n trying to measure a contaminant at or near adetection limit, the high blank counts present a further complication. Thefact that blank counts were higher than most sample counts should havesuggested further analyses to confirm the contamination. Both the Exhibit 1Sac>pl1nn plan (page 21) and the Quality Assurance Plan (Appendix P to Exhibit1, Page B-36) called for additional blank analyses 1n the event of contamination,discrepancies, or Inconsistencies. Replicate counts on the blank filtersand/or the analysis of additional blanks should have been carried out by ORF.
6. Hon-Unlformlty of Asbestos Fiber Deposits on Filters
In an attenpt to discount the significance of high on-slte asbestos fibercounts, the ORF Report (Page 9) and the RI (Page 4-30) note that collectedfibers are not uniformly distributed across the area of the filter that wasviewed by TEM. This determination 1s based on the distribution of fibersamong the Individual grids of the 20-gr1d area counted 1n each TEtt prepara-tion. Based on a Chl-square goodness of fit test, the fiber distributionIs, 1n nost cases, significantly different fro* a Polsson distribution.
It should be noted, however, that each 20-gr1d area 1s roughly 1/7000 ofthe total fiber surface. While fibers are not uniformly distributed wfthlnIndividual 20-gr1d areas, counts frcn different 20-gr1d areas on the samefilters are 1n substantial agreement. This 1s shown by the replicate andInterlab oratory counts of high- and lov^flber filters In Tables A3 and A5
of the ORF Report. Filters that had high counts Initially (Run 2, Location 5from Table A3; Run 1, Location 1 and Run 2, Location 1 1n Table AS) also hadhigh counts 1n the Initial analysis were confirmed by replicate and Inter-laboratory analyses. Thus, there 1s no evidence to si»griest that fibers arenot uniformly distributed when the entire filter surface 1s considered andti^re 1s no reason to believe that the high fiber counts observed were due toselecting a non- representative area of the filter surface.
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7. On-51te Lead Concentrations 1n Air
The RI concluded that lead was the only contaminant foernd In relative
levels on-sltfr but t^at the potential for off-site olsratlon of lead was
lo*. As noted on Pa?e *-? of the f- I , the release of lead to the atmosphereMS not evaluate*!. Ulthout such an evaluation, the report's conclusion of
Bln1r»al risk to hip»an health and envlronr.entXl resources 1n the vicinity ofthe site Is Inappropriate.
Lead levels as Mgft as <700 w)/kg were recorded 1n surface soil samples
durlnc the RI, This observation and the adequate description of on-$1tecontrol measures to suppress fugitive dust (see 1ton 4 above) suggest thatan Investigation of air lead levels 1s wrranted. Hn-slte lead levels Inair should he Pleasured and coo pa red with the National Aiahlent A1r QualityStandard (»JAAf)S) for lead ( l .R «/r.3 as a quarterly arlt^etlc nean — 40 CFr.^0.1?) and vfth background levels In the Waukegan area. Because lead 1subiquitous 1n an urban environment, background levels may be elevated.existing «*b1er»t air quality data for lead raav be available for areas 1n thevicinity of t»-.e site.

Gee technical and HydrcloMcal Investigation
Pef. Vol. I, p. 3-F When an<? how often are plant wastematerials levelled and covered?

Old or didn't J-M receive tracequantities of chroRiluni, lead, thlran,and xylene? Were these materials usedfor such aatters as wash solvents, by-products, etc?
Ref. Vol. I, p. 3-6 Whet 1s the significance of the article"Surraary of The Geology of The ChlcajjoArea" 1n relation to the site 1n Maukeaan,Illinois?
Ref. Vol. I, p. 3-9 V^at has caused the water quality In th«

upi'ernost third of the Silurian dolomiteto be affected with oil, gas, or h?S.
°,ef. Vol. I, p. 3-10 kill there be rore wter quality data avail-able regarding the useahle aquifers?
Ref. Vol. I, p. 3-11 There needs tc be a clarification as to how

far In all directions fron the site beforehabitats of Wildlife occur.
Do*>? the PC'; contanlndticn 3 miles south of
the 0-'' slto show or have heen prov*n to be
relevant to the j-»' prohlen? Mas this PC'3
probl^i (if there's any contributing to theJ-v site) been conflr^e? tc liave been cori-

f>^ tr t!ie J-f
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Ref. Vol. I, p. 3-14 Hov ws lead use* to produce sheetingmaterials? Was 1t used for any otter »operations? What were the proceduresfor the disposal of lead?
Ref. Vol. I, p. 4-fi Since Boring 3 was difficult to complete(4.3.?) because of 7 feet of clay, Is it safe toassune that the clay 1n tMs area ves

eauel to or creator than 7 feet 1n thick-ness, therefore MaMn<s It difficult forlenchete to permeate this area?
Kef. Vol. I, p. 4-14 I think there needs to be a clear state-U.3.A) went renardlnn the point coimts systemas to v£at significant role It vas usedfor.
P.ef. Vol. I, p. &-?.{• Py ststlnq that asbestos fibers werp not(4 .5 .2 ) observed, and then st*t1nq because of that,all results are non-detectable or below thedetectable limit of 50,000 f/1. Isn't actuallyverifying vfcat the total concentration ofasbestos was In the soil analysis.

There are areas of concern that need to be addressed. First, there tas norecognition of the fact, th*t a potential pathway for lead, to be transportedoff-site through extreme storv wave actions, wis even looked at. Second, ItIs not known *hetber the heatad utter discharge canal on the utility propertyto the south represents recharge or dlscharoe with respect to the groundwter. Whereas the J-W contractor concludes the ground water moves northwardacross the site and then «ast to Lake Mlchloari, 1 t * s believed that a betterInterpretation, Is that the entire J-H waste disposal area creates a moundIn tne upper confined ground-witcr system causing local flow on-slte to be1) towrrts the north from the waste dlsoosal and sett!Inn basin area to theIndustrial canal, 2) towards the east to Lake !<1eh1oan fron the settUnoand collection basin area, 3) towards the south fro^ the southerly portionsof the disposal area, and 4) towards the west fror» the westerly portions ofthe disposal area.
Conclusions «n* Recornondgtlony of the Draft Renewal Invp&tlnatlon Report

Pased on the preceed1n:» Issues and facts, the U.S. CPA would like tfl st^teami recoorend t»>e foil owl m conclusions:
1. The RI does not sddress the Issue of iiotent1*l asbestosexposure for residents cf thr ar«»« surrcundlnr the site

as renulred by the June 1*, 198& Consent Order betweenJohn*-!'anvHip a»id M.S. TP* . Region ^. Th»» cotontlal
s ignif icance of plev?iter' crv-sltc ChrysotHe ^1t^cr levels,

be dl^usse^ 1n *ho *\ dn4 Incorporate^ Into
t as psrt cf t^e
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?.. Several factors which could have an Impact on fugitive
air emissions of lead and asbestos from the Johns-fianvilledisposal area are not adequately addressed In the RI.These factors Include current Ranagenent practices forcontrolling the release of fugitive dust anr* the effect of*clIrate. In particular, the air monitoring study of asbestoslevels appear to have been carried out under conditions thatdo not reflect the naxinur? potential generation rate.Nevertheless, elevated levels of chrysotlle fibers wer*reported for on-s1te measurements.

3. The conclusion of the RI that on-s1te lead levels do notpose a significant potential hunan health and env1ronri«ntalrisk Is Inappropriate In the absence of data for air con-centrations of lead. On-slte lead levels 1n air should beneasured and compared with appropriate backoround levels andwith the HAAQS for lead.
4. Johns-Manville should perform additional air monitoring forasbestos. Testing should be done either 1n the nonth of Julyor August. These are probably the driest months of the year.This would certainly Indicate whether a substantial threat 1sevident to, not only enployees at the site, but to residentsoff-site as well.
5. In addition, air monitoring should be conducted for leadon-slte and on the beach.
6. There should he nor* data concerning the drinking waterquality. This Includes a complete analysis of cotnnonInorganic anIons. This analysis of copcton Inorganic anlonswould give us significant Information on the ground wateriaove»ent In the vicinity of the disposal area. The presentwater quality Is primarily in terms of heavy netals-catlons.
7. After data has been submitted regarding these actions. Itshould be specifically addressed In the Pndangement Assess-ment whether there's an iwwedlate or future threat to society,wildlife, or the emrironnent In that vicinity.
8. Pursuant to the docunent. Order_Granting Extension of Tine,th« U.S. EPA will expect a final Remedial InvestigationReport within 2 weeks of receipt of prellnlnary consents.The report should Include a tine schedule for the additionalfield work required above.

Sincerely yours,

ft 'Rodney G. Galther, PPM V y ' A
cc: P. DlefenbachB. Neuberger^j
RG:c lm :WMD:HWEB:CERCLA Enforcement Sect ion:6/3/85
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'V. Marvln Clurip»sProject Coordlrator*'anv1lle Service Corporation
5> .G» no* 51 ORDenver. Colorado r>0217
Sear »tr. Clawous:
The U.S. EnvlronRfital Protection Aqencv find two contracting agenciesreviewed the Draft Rencdlal Investigation Report (PI ) nroduced by K2*1 ho tr a £ Associates, Inc. for the tiohns-fatnvllle Disposal area in W
Illinois.

foil owl on ccr^ents are in resnonse to that source of
;\1r Asbestos r,tudy
>f. Vol. I. p. 3-l« -Jhat rsatcrlal s*.W contains friable ^sbn
^ef. Vol. !, p. 5-4 In rilrect contredictlcn ro the A_1r and Fir?

explosion ssctlons, the city of Veutenan
rtjoortcd litter Mowltrj frca;» the sits and

fires that have orcurred there. Th<> Intest flro
uis reported 1n .^ovwrber, 1UF4.

?ef. Vol. I, n. ? Should » n.4 Insteao of « 3.2 "1crancter filterbeen iisec>? If w, v*iat Isportftrit results «*r*>left out <f such a filter

Hdf. Vol. I, o. S i-'ero all of thc ^earj concentrations of fibers
has^ on lenntt* greater than '^ "I1cri>fcter«> «s
locations ? ̂ «id ^
If "coln-iy ?,ry} Lnvlror^ent1 1 cnnclL'slon of
*s i * * dor»rarf»<* to -e*»t r*r.mir«an>^nts for ? n*1r mission *n t>-> "azard Fdn^lrr) iystF-i
*^^n vt>y i..=»s '- '- cl.^c^ '>n th*« "^t
LI St?

.'T ^?-.;;r*: f r..<ll-''-cr.ir«'. .tnc< '.;iiil ysii; ;:* ;\ir •.'ii';:U' >s for
. • ' " • • ' ' 1-r . t '" i- .ostos 'oritnrl"* r*V'-'rt '

?;' "^r-rrnr--* 1' • '" ' • •) ; -
i;-:'u - iH ' ^ ' . !-• { : . 1 'H ! , , 'S ( .0 A - * ; - - ? ; . . r . -P " > : iS5.? iS • " . f ' » !



ttesults presented In Tables 7 through 25 of the ORF Report Indicate that forarphlbole fibers, there are no significant differences between measured on-andoff-slte concentrations. For chrysotlle fibers of all lengths, on-slteconcentrations (0.02? flbers/nl) were statistically significantly higher thanoff-site concentrations (0.006 flbers/nl) then the neans for upper 957. con-fidence Units w»re conpared. This comparison did not take Into accountblank filter concentrations (see 1t«!» S below), ?!ost cnrysotlle fibers
(100* nf fibers counted for off-site filters, 90S for on-slte filters) wereshorter than b w.
The average "«ss concentration for cnrysotHe fibers (calculated frop Tables
12 through 21 of the ORF Report) were f?.l mj/n3 on-slte and 0.013 mj/n3.Thus, even after accounting for blank levels, on-slte average nass concentra-tions «*»re nuch higher than off-site.
Possibly, the statement on paye 1-1 of the RI — that only fibers longer than5 r* are generally associated with health risk — 1s Intended to serve as ajustification for largely Ignoring elevated on-s1t« asbestos levels 1n In-terpreting study results. Although shorter fibers nay be less toxic, thereIs no general consensus that fibers shorter than 5 n are biologically Inactive.
Similarly, there 1s no universal agreerwnt that chrysotlle fibers are l*»sshazardous than anphlboles.
Uncertainties 1n the dose-response relationship for asbestos and luny cancer
or nesothelloms and the difficulties of extrapolating hlqh dose occupationalstudy results down to lower exposure levels rake ft hard to define the risks
of breathing asbestos In awblent air. Nevertheless, a recent study by the"atlonal Research Council (as reported 1n Zurer. 1985) estimated naxlnun
Individual lifetime (73 years, continuous exposure fron birth) lung cancerrisks of 130 per nllllon for male non-sr>okers exposed to 0.002 f1bers/nl.For rule snokers, the paxlnun risk estlnate w«s 1£0« per nil lion because ofthe synerglstlc relationship between smoking and asbestos exposure (KIOSH, 197fi).Due to the uncertainties Inherent In such risk assessments, lower Units forlifeline risks were estimated at zero per million.
The average neasured on-s1te fiber concentration 1n the Of>F Report 1s 5 to10 tines higher (depending on whether or not It 1s corrected for blank counts)than the 0.002 flbers/nl level above. On this basis, there Is at least thepotential for adverse health effects due to long tern exposure to on-s1teasbestos air concentrations. This Issue should have been addressed 1n the»^I as part of the Endanoement Assessnent 1n Section 5.
?. A1r .''nnltorln/] Study Objectives
The RI fade no attempt to address the spatlal/ar^al extent of potential
asbestos exposure to the off-site population. According to ;ja<je 6 of theConsent Order *etw*»n Johns-Danville and U.S. ERA rteqlon 5 (June 14, 1984).
the objectives of the nlr nonltorlnc study were to deternlne wnetner "air-
borne asbestos concentrations -irn eiuvated dt the Disposal An»a conparwi
to background Ipvpls" <ir»d to evaluate "the rxposure |»ote»t1al for residents
of surround 1o'» ^re^." The first of these onjpctlvos has seen satisfied -is
'tlscusspd aonvf?; the jer.ond has not been addressed. Sections 3 and 6 of th*
>'I '.'oscrlbc tV population '.'rrMmj and resl'.M'vj r»«?ar fhe Johns-^anvlll i? s ite;
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however, there Is no attempt to estimate potential asbestos exposure forthis population. This discussion should have been Included 1n the RI aspart of the Section 5 Endangement Assessment.
One of the "background" off-site sanple sites (location 2 in Figure 3 of the1RF Report) 1s located approximately 1500 feet beyond the nearest residentialarea to the west of the Johns-HanvWe plant. If this location was selectedto Indicate population exposure levels (I .e. , a receptor site), then 1t Is notappropriate as an Indicator of background levels of asbestos In the 'iaukeganarea. (It is noted that two of the three background sampling locations arewithin 3 km of the disposal area; the specifications for the air monitoringstudy as described In Exhibit 1 of the Consent Order called for locationsat least 5 kro frcn the site.)
3. Conditions During Sanpllng Period
It appears that the asbestos sampling has not carried out under conditions(prolonged drought, high wind) which would result 1n the rcaximua potentialcontaminant generation and off-site migration. Section 300.68 of the CPspecifically lists climate as one of the factors to be considered in the P.I.Page 3 of the ORF Report states that the air sampling study was conductedduring a period when "ground conditions ranged fran vet to relatively dry."Fiber concentrations measured are valid only "for the ranoe of vjeatherconditions experienced during the study" (OSF Report, Page 3).
Vind speed and direction data for the five sampling (lays are provided in tneORF Report. However, there 1s no indication in the OPF Report, the ?.lt ortne Exhibit 1 (to the Consent Order) Sampling Plan where these dataobtained. They apoear to have been collected from a wind vane and
at a single location. Consequently, 1t is unlikely that the data are repre-sentative of the near ground-level conditions at eight widely-spaced sairsolelocations.
4. On-Site Sources and Control Activities
Of the five on-site sampling locations, locations 1 and 5 had the highestaverage chrysotile fiber concentrations, in terns of both flbers/nl andng/n3. Both sanple locations are sited on or near areas narked as "vastepiles" (Figure 1, ORF ?eport). On-s1te sampling locations were selected"to capture high concentrations irrespective of v/inrt direction or distancefron on-site "sources'" (Exhibit 1 Sampling Plan, Page 9). The sources arelisted us the disposal pit (nresuraably the active asbestos disposal area),
roadways, and the niain landfill. The vaste p1l«s and their contents arc not•^escribed 1n the **! and are not listed as on-site sources. ":1ven theirapparpnt influence on airborne asbestos levels, a description of the h-asteTiles should he provided.
Current on-site activities for the control of fugitive dust missions ere
.(escribed only hrietly on paoe 5-^- of tr.e RI. Since nost pt^tential air
emissions fron t^e '1irino<;al .-.rea v.oul<1 !--e in tiie TCP' of fi;-jitive nust, a

detailed Description nf control n«esures is iflnr^.nted. Control measures
rw* by : ial:ional ^ij-sion "tatvlards for : -d2f»r '4oi j s Air Pol lMt^nts ( " FS - iAP )

e -loseri^c-d r\ ^n-^tier -iort-i l o.i jjaqes "J-1A .m«i Z-\r> of the "I, i 't !t "'-:PSP



measures presumably refer to the active asbestos disposal area and not tothe site as a whole. (The CFR citation for the asbestos Subpart 0 of MESHAPMS amended and redeslnnated as Subpart M on April 5, 1994 (49 FR 13657).The correct citation for regulations applicable to active waste asbestosdisposal areas Is 40 CFR 61.156.)
5. Contamination of Blanks
As part of the air sampling study, ten field blank filters and three labora-tory blank filters wre collected (Exhibit 1 to Consent Order, Page 18).During the analysis, three field blanks (two on-s1te, one off-site) and onelaboratory blank wsre prepared for transmission electron microscopy (TEM)and counted along with the sample filters. In spite of the fact that filterswere selected from a lot "knowi to be acceptably low In fiber contamination"(ORF Report, Page 2), fiber counts on the blank filters were high. Blankresults are presented In Table 22 of the ORF Report. The total number offibers counted on the off-site field blank was higher than the count on allbut tw> of the fourteen off-site samples; the two on-s1te blanks were as highor higher than 16 of 25 on-slte samples; and the laboratory blank vas higherthan 26 of the 39 on- and off-site samples.
Given the Inherent problems 1n trying to measure a contaminant at or near adetection Halt, the high blank counts present a further complication. Thefact that blank counts were higher than most sample counts should havesuggested further analyses to conflm the contamination. 3oth the Exhibit 1Sampling Plan (page 21) and the Quality Assurance Plan (Appendix P to Exhibit1, Page R-36) called for additional blank analyses In the event of contamination,discrepancies, or Inconsistencies. HepHcate counts on the blank filtersand/or the analysis of additional blanks should have been carried out by ORF.
6. Mon-Un1fomity of Asbestos Fiber Deposits on Filters
In an attenpt to discount the significance of high on-slte asbestos fibercounts, th* ORF Report (Page 9) and the RI (Page 4-30) note that collectedfibers are not unlfomly distributed across the area of the filter that MBSvleued by TEM. This determination Is based on the distribution of fibersamong the Individual grids of the 20-gr1d area counted In each TEN prepara-tion. Based on a Chl-square goodness of fit test, the fiber distributionIs, In nost cases, significantly different from a Polsson distribution.
It sNjulrf be noted, however, that each 20-gr1<! area 1s roughly 1/7000 ofthe total fiber surface, 'ihlle fibers are not uniformly distributed withinIndividual IP-grid areas, counts fro* different 20-?r1d areas on the samefilters are 1n substantial agreenent. This Is shovii by the replicate andinter! ahoratory counts of Moh- and low-fiber filters In Tables A3 and A5
of the ORF Report. Filters that had high counts Initially (Run 2, Location 5from Table A3; ?.un 1, Location 1 and Run 2, Location 1 1n Table A5) also hadhigh counts in the initial analysis vjere conflmed by replicate and Inter-
laboratory analyses. Thus, tf'ere is no evidence to surest that fibers are
not un1 fondly distributed vJien the entire filter surface 1s conslderpd andt»'ere is no reason to believe that the hinh fiber counts ooserved \jere 'lue to
selecting a non-reorosentatlve arpa nf the filter surface.



7. ^n-Slte lead Concentrations 1n A1r
The 91 concluded that lead was the only cor>t*n1n*nt found 1n relativelevels on-slte out t^at the potential for off-site .nlnratlon of load vaslow. As noted on ?*r;e *-? of the PI, the release of lead to t*e a*nosR<ier<»was not evaluated. '.Mthout such an evaluation, the report's conclusion of•n<n1^«l risk to human Health and environmental resources In the vicinity of
the site fs Inaopronrfate.
Lead levels as b1<jh as 4700 rvj/kq vjere recorded 1n surface soil
during the 31. This observation and the adequate description of on-s1tecontrol measures to suppress fugitive dust (see 1t*sn & *bove) suqgwstan Invostlqatlon of air lead levels Is warranted. On-s1te lead levels Inair should be neasured and compared with th* Rational Ambient Air QualityStandard (NAAOS) for lead ( 1 .5 <Vn3 as a quarterly arlt^etlc nean — fl,0SO. 12) and with h«cfcground levels In the Uaukegan area. Because l?ad 1sub1<?u1totis 1n an urban environment, background levels t^ay be elevated.Existing awMent air quality data for lead may be available for areas 1n thevicinity of the site.

nontechnical and Kydrcloalcal Investigation
. Vol. I, p. 3-5 Uhen and how often are plant vastelevelled and covered?

Old or didn't J-*< receive tracequantities of chroRi1»pi, lead, thlram,and xylene? Were these naterlals used
for such flatters *s v«sh solvents, by-products, etc?

R«f. Vol. I, p. 3-£ What 1s the significance of the article"Surwary of The fieolouy of The ChicagoArea" 1n relation to the site In 'Jaukegan,Illinois?
r>ef. Vol. I, p. 2-^ Vhat has caused the water quality 1n the

UDoernost third of the Silurian dolomiteto he effected *dth oil . ;jas, or
r',ef. vol. I, p. 3-10 ','111 there before t«ter quality data avall-th«* ;«seable a
"ef. Vol. I, P. 3-11 There needs tc he i clarification AS to how

far In all directions frcn the sits beforehabitats of "11-lllffi occur.
of

the J- ' i slta show or ^ave <>o*»n proven to ^e
to t^f* !-'' proMtri? '^s this ?C"

(ff there1!; ony contrlb'itli^ to ^he
<'i-:'- s i te) ''eo-n rnnf1r;ie^ *o ; iave ^oen con-

tO the j- :' !



fTef. Vol. I, 3. 3-14 J-fow w*s lead use'* to nroduco"eterlals? was 1t used for any otheroperations? '/hat were the procedure?for the disposal of lead?
Ref. Vol, I. p. 4-6 Since Borl»v:? 3 vas difficult to cronlete
(4.3.?) because of 7 feet of clay, 1s 1t safe toassuv* that the clay 1n this *rea '.aseoual to or wreater than 7 feet <n thick-ness. therefore waking 1t difficult forleacnate to rerneate this area?
nef. Vol. I, p. 4-14 I think there needs to be * clnar stats-(4. 3. A) t*snt reoardlna the rvolnt counts systwas to v£at significant role 1t '.as usedfor.
P.ef. Vol. I, p. ^-.?6 ry stating that asbestos fibers »«rp not(*. 5.?) observed, and then st*t1nr« because of that.all results are non- detectable or below thedetectable Unit of 60,000 f/l, isn't actuallyverifying vfcat the total concentration of

asbestos was 1n tb» soil analysis.
T?»ere are areas of concern that need to be addressed, first, there v«s norecognition of the f«»ct, tn*t t« potential nathway for le*^, r.»5 ^o transported
off-site through extreme stom w«ve actions* v^»s even lookM -?t. Second, 1t1s not tnoi^n v^e^er the ^eatari vater dlscharffe c^nal en the utility propertyto the south reorasents recharge or discharge v/fth respect to the groundwater. Vher«»a$ the J-M contractor concludes the nround vatpr Ftov*?s northvarr}across the s1t« and t»>en east to Lake Michigan, It's b*»l1evod that a betterInterpretation, Is that the entire J-f! vaste dlsnosal 'irea creates a rsoundIn the unper confined irounc-wster system causlnc local flow on-slto to be1) tov*r<is the north from the waste disposal and settllrw basin ar«a to tf>eIndustrial canal, 2) towards the east to Lake i'lchloan fron the settllnnand collection r>as1n area, ?) towrds the south ^rntn the southerly portionsof the dlsnosal area, «nd 4) tov*r*s the test *>»*•» the westerly portions of
the disposal arr»a.

of the J-r^ft 7enedlal _ Inv**st1njit1on "e
on the rrecredln.i Issws and facts, fhe :!.;;. rp/\ vxjuld like to

conclusions:
T'T i^I -iois not -vjilress the Issue of potential•.sx on sure for rf>*1- :put5 of tho <^r<»^ si.rr^urjdinn **s siteas rrniilrr't Viy *;->e j«»r!i> 'A, 1* >R4

fl1rc«;s5ed i-i t^o '"I .>r.'1 1-»rorr-rratr^
"irt ;:r * !-e "rvSft
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?.. Several factors which could have an Impact on fugitive

air emissions of lead and asbestos from the Johns-r-anvllledisposal area are not adequately addressed In the 31.These factors Include current nanagenent practices forcontrolling the release of fugitive dust and tiie effect of
cl Irate. In particular, the air monitoring study of asbestoslevels appear to have been carried out under conditions that
do not reflect the naximun potential yeneratlon rate.
Nevertheless, elevated levels of chrysotlle fibers wer*reported for cn-slte measurements.

3. The conclusion of the #1 that on-slte lead levels do not
pose a significant potential hunan >w»alth and env1rorn«»ntalrisk 1s Inappropriate In the absence of data for air con-centrations of lead. On-s1te lead levels 1n air should beneasured and compared with appropriate background levels andthe HAAQS for lead.

4, iU>hns-Manv1lle should perform additional air rw>nitor1ng for
asbestos. Testing should be done either In the nonth of July
or August. These are probably ths driest ronths of the year.This would certainly Indicate whether a substantial threat 1s
evident to, not only enployees at the site, but to residentsoff-site as

5. In addition, air monitoring should be conducted for leadon«s1te and on the beach.
6. There should he nore data concerning the drinklmj waterquality. This Includes a complete analysis of cotnnonInorqanlc anlons. This analysis of cowon Inorganic anlonswould give us significant Information on the ground waterr»ovement 1n the vicinity of the disposal area. The presentwater quality is primarily In terns of heavy ratals-cations.
7. After data has been submitted regarding these actions, 1tshould he specifically addressed In the Endangerrent Assess-ment whether there's an InwwMate or future threat to society,wildlife, or the envlronnent 1n that vicinity.
G. Pursuant to the document. Order Granting Extension of Tine,

the U.S. EPA will expect a final ''enedlal Investigation
Report within ? weeks of receipt of preliminary consents.The report should Include n tloe schedule for the additionalfield work required above.

Sincerely yours.

V 1 ,
(/'

cc: ?. i)iefenbach
H. Tieubercjer

RG : c l m : l , 'MD :HWEB :CERCLA Enforcement S e c t i o n :6/3/85
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Manville Servica Corporation
Ken-Caryl Ranch FOB 5723
Denver. Colorado 80217
303 978-2000

June 20, 1985

Manville

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT

REQUESTED
Mr. Rodney Gaither
Project Coordinator
U . S . Environmental Protection Agency
Region V
230 South Dearborn Street
Chicago, Illinois 60604
Re: Johns-Manville Disposal Area RI/FS
Dear Mr. Gaither:
Johns-Manville is hereby requesting additional time
in which to submit its final Remedial Investigation
( "RI " ) Report. As we discussed this morning, we need
approximately two more weeks because of the length of
USEPA's preliminary comments and the mechanical diffi-
culties in coordinating our consultants' reviews. We
propose to submit our responses to the Agency's comments
and a final RI Report incorporating those responses
as appropriate no later than July 8, 1985 .
Section VI I I .F . of the Consent Order authorizes the
Regional Administrator or his designee to extend deadlines
for up to fifteen additional working days without formally
modifying the Consent Order. We propose and request
that the Agency follow this approach and avoid the unneces-
sary complexity of a formal modification.
Thank you for your cooperation.
Very truly yours,U-
Stephen V. Moser
Alternate Project Coordinator
SVM/pw
cc: Basil G. Constantelos, USEPA

File/Chrono



c c
Section No. 14 .0Revision No. T
Date: June 24, 1984Page i of i '

1 4 .0 Specific Routine Procedures Used to Assess Data Precis ion, Accuracyand Completeness
This information is provided under "Internal Qual ity Control CheckSection 11" of this manual. Additional information is provided in'Qual i ty Assurance Manual 1 and 'Methods Manual * prepared by IEPALaboratories.
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Section No. ___15.0Revision No. i^
Date: June 24. 1984Page i of i~

1 5 .0 Corrective Action
Most corrective actions are described under Internal Quality Controlchecks and data reporting. When data seems to be out of control andneeds corrective action, the quality assurance coordinator or sectionsupervisor is contacted and he or she will take the proper correctiveaction described in previous sections.
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Manville Service Corporation • J|_ — _ • 11 _
Ken-Caryl Ranch POB 5108 l\/l£)nVlllP
Hpnuor Pnlnrarln flO?17 lr>\ » ^» « . _ . . . •Wl%^i IWIIiV^Denver, Colorado 80217
303 978-2000

AUG 27 1984August 21, 1984
Basil G. Const ante 1 os
Director, Waste Managemen
U . S . Environmental Protection Agency
Region V
230 South Dearborn Street
Chicago, IL 60604
Re: Johns-Manville Disposal Area RI/FS
Dear Mr. Constantelos :

iPtnmmm -• •«vism

» II am pleased to announce that the United States Bankruptcy
Court has approved, effective August 9, 1984, the Administra-
tive Order by Consent (the "Consent Order") entered into
between Johns-Manville Sales Corporation ( "J -M" ) and the
United States Environmental Protection Agency ( "USEPA")
concerning J-M's Waukegan Facility Disposal Area. This means
that we can begin in earnest to perform the work contemplated
in the Consent Order.
Of course, as you know, J-M undertook and completed some of
the work covered by the Consent Order even before the
negotiation and approval process had run its course. That
work, however, has never been formally approved by USEPA.
Article V . C . I , of the Consent Order provides that "Johns-
Manville shall submit to USEPA for approval the Work upon its
completion" and that "USEPA shall review the Work and indicate
its approval or disapproval of the Work within thirty days of
receipt of the Work submitted." Since the Consent Order is now
effective, we wish to submit for your review and approval the
following work:

1. In accordance with Article IV .A . I . of the Consent
Order, J-M has installed warning signs along the
perimeter of the Disposal Area at the locations
identified in Exhibit 2C.
2. In accordance with Article I V . A . 2 . , J-M completed
the water balance study referred to therein and sub-
mitted its final report on or about April 17, 1984 .

J-M fully intends to proceed with and implement the Consent
Order as quickly and efficiently as conditions allow. We trust
that USEPA is equally committed.

Remedial Response
Section II " : • • • • • • • • ; - >A.MPI . ,



c c
Basil G. Constantelos
August 20, 1984
Page Two

Your cooperation and assistance in this regard is greatly
appreciated.
Very truly yours,

K. (Chet) Nerheim
Manager
Assets Recovery



c
Manville Service CorporationKen-Caryl Ranch POB 5108
Denver. Colorado 80217
303 978-2000

Manville
Gi

A U G 2 7 1 9 8 4
R E M E D I A LRESPONSE BRANCH

August 20, 1984

Basil G. Constantelos
Director, Waste Management Division
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region V
230 South Dearborn Street
Chicago, IL 60604
Re: Johns-Manville Disposal Area RI/FS
Dear Mr. Constantelos:
Pursuant to Article VIII of the Administrative Order by Con-
sent ("Consent Order") entered into between Johns-Manville
Sales Corporation ( "J-M" ) and the United States Environmental
Protection Agency ( "USEPA" ) , I have been designated as the J-M
Project Coordinator. Therefore, all major communications
concerning the implementation and status of the Consent Order
should be directed initially to me as follows:

K. (Chet) Nerheim
Manville Service Corporation
P. 0. Box 5108
Denver, Colorado 80217
( 3 0 3 ) 978-3929

Because of the complexity and technical nature of the Consent
Order, I have designated several "Alternate Project Coordina-
tors" with primary areas of responsibility, as follows:

Stephen V. Moser (Overall)
Manville Service Corporation
P. O. Box 5723
Denver, Colorado 80217
( 303 ) 978-2672

I

James H. Whipple
Manville Service
P. O. Box 5 108
Denver, CO 80217
( 303 ) 978-3750

(RI/FS: Soil
Corporation

and Groundwater)

I
Dr.James P. Leineweber (RI/FS: Air)
Manville Service Corporation
P. 0. Box 5 108
Denver, CO 802 17
( 3 0 3 ) 9 7 8 - 3 1 1 8

••VASTE_ MAWAG'EMENT DIVISIONl" : 'v TU!r DJRFCTDf?



Basil G. Constantelos
August 20, 1984
Page Two

Michael Debish (On-Site Coordinator)
Johns-Manville Sales Corporation
P. 0. Box 228
Waukegan, IL 60087
( 3 12 ) 623-2900
Richard Jonas (Alternate On-Site Coordinator)
Johns-Manville Sales Corporation
P. 0. Box 228
Waukegan, IL 60087
( 3 12 ) 623-2900

These individuals should be contacted in my absence or where
the communications involve technical or minor matters within
their respective areas of responsibility.
I am committed to frequent and open communications with your
agency during the pendency of the Consent Order and trust that
you are as well. We are determined to implement the terms of
the order as smoothly and efficiently as possible. We look
forward to your cooperation and assistance in this effort.
Sincerely,

UKX«-WV/
K. (Chet) Nerheim
Manager, Assets Recovery



C.
Manville Service CorporationKen-Caryl Ranch P°B b iUB
Denver, Colorado 80217
303 978-2000

Manville
August 22, 1984

CERTIFIED, RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Basil G. Constantelos .v' ' p ; , ' • • • • * •-- . r , . . . _„ _
Director, Waste Management Division '"' l - •. : , » \. V1; " i? ;

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency ' x~ -'*•*
Region V
230 South Dearborn Street /
Chicago, IL 60604 t^__ ' . • • . _ . _, .
Re: Johns-Manville Disposal Area RI/FS ' T- ' ;., _v ' C .
Dear Mr. Constantelos:
In order to fully comply with Article V . D . I , of the Consent
Order, I am submitting in duplicate the enclosed letters.
These letters identify Johns-Manville's Project Coordinator
and Alternate Project Coordinators and are submitted for
USEPA's review and approval for work completed by Johns-Man-
ville before the effective date of the Consent Order. The
originals of these letters mistakenly were sent to you via
regular mail.
I regret any inconvenience this may have caused you.
Sincerely,

K. (Chet) Nerheim
Manager, Assets Recovery
KN/vfm
Enclosures

p n nn r=j* • v E
7 v;; 1984

.RESPONSE 3 !,\



c""* Illinois Environmental Protection Agency • 2200 Churchill Road, Springfield, IL 62706

217/782-9804

Refer to: 09719014 — Lake CountyWaukegan/Oohns-Manvi 1 1 eSuperfund/General Correspondence

August 17, 1984

Mr. Russell DiefenbachUSEPA - Region V230 South DearbornChicago, Illinois 60604
Dear Mr. Diefenbach:
This letter is to request that the On-Scene Coordinator's role definedfor this site in the Consent Order be delegated to the Illinois Environ-mental Protection Agency.
The IEPA is willing to dedicate the personnel necessary to provide theneeded oversight for implementing the USEPA Consent Order along with theparallel State administrative order.
This request is contingent upon IEPA being reimbursed by Johns-Manvilefor response cost that the Agency incurs each year in accordance withArticle XII I of USEPA' s Consent Order.
Should you have any questions please contact me at the above number.
Sincerely,

Robert K. Cowles, P . E . , ManagerRemedial Response UnitHazardous Substance Control SectionDivis ion of Land Pollution Control
RKC:mkb:S/2
cc: Jim FrankDon GimbelTom Cavanagh

Scott Phil l ips



' Vanessa Musgrave v July 30, 1984
U.S . EPA Region V Comments on an administrativ
230 S. Dearborn, 14th Floor consent order, Johns-
Chicago, II. 60604 Manville Sales Corp. of June

14, 1984.
The lateness but timely response of this public respnse is due to
the abscence of a copr of this consent order at the Waukegan public
library until today.
It is apparent that the only area to apply this order involves only
as it applies to the Johns-Manville Waukegan manufacturing area.
Hence my comments applies to the other areas around and about this
area as follows;
1. There should be coverage to the testing, monitoring, and, correction

for hazardous wastes from the Johns-Manville area to,
a. Illinois State Park and Beach and Lake Michigan,
b. Same for the waters and sediments of the Lake Michigan shores and
water from the Illinois State Line to,the north , at least 10
miles east of these shores, and especially the water and sediments
10 miles south, mostly due to the prevailing currents of Lake
Michigan is southerly,
c. Same for the southerly inland area including the Waukegan Harbor,d. Same for westerly area especialy at lagoons, ponds, sreet and
land drainage and runoff.

2. It should be noted that what appears to be on map A 36122-4 titled
"Settling 3asin"and"Collection Basin" as a low flat area, that this is
a very high pile of waste releases "dust" that is carried bythe
Prevailing westerly winds to Lake Michigan as observed by my self
and fishing passengers while trolling for Salmon and Trout in this
area.

This concludes my comments, and, we would appreciate a copy of your
response both mine and any others.

Sincerely,

Gockei Marine Charter*
25156 W. Columbia Bay
Lake Villa, II. 6004*

3!Z-3S*-70I6



1 1984
>- ;r. Tom
Gockel Marine Charter?
25 156 ' •? . Columbia ^*y
Lake Villa f Illinois

?e: Response to Conunents on Proposed
Administrative Consent Order
Johnn-Manville ^ales Corp.

near "'-r, Gockel:
Thank you for your consents on the -iroposod Administrativ*
Consent order between the United states ^nvlronpental Protection
Agency (U .S . KPA) ^nrl Johra-Mflnville s^les Corp. The Agency
npprcciat««» your interest i" thp V'auk^qnn lakfl front arefl. In
your cocrentP, you lutjQft^ted that Tohn^-^nnvi Lie ^«» r*»quoster»
to inves>tir;at<? a large nrc?^ nurroundinQ their own property. '«t
this tine the f i .S . KlPA rfo«s not have any evio^nce that >"Tohns-
Manvil le nay have cronted a contanination problen beyond their
own facility and therefore has no authority to require the
additional investigatory work you mentioned. Howeverr tha
U.S. RPA will continue to he interested in that region and
should evidence develop linking Johns-Manville to new areas of
contanination, the Agency will look to that corporation for an
appropriate response*. As to your comments about dust control,
the proposed Consent order will require Johna-Manville to
eliminate the asbestos dust problem emanating from their facility,
nnce again, thank you for your interest in the John«-Manvillo
proposed ^rder. Please feel free to contact rse if you have any
additional quant ions ~>r consents.

very truly your3,

"whetto ••• ' ! * » i jh»:>rrjer
^ c;« istIIP t ^ '-^olonal



Lake CountyEconomic Development Commission

July 26, 1984
U .S . EPAVanessa Musgrave230 S. Dearborn14th Floor
Chicago , IL 60604
RE: Administrat ive consent order regarding the Johns-Manvi l l e SalesCorporation Waukegan facility.
Dear Ms. Musgrave,
The Lake County Economic Development Commission urges swift action by theEnvironmental Protection Agency, and by the Oohns-Manvi l l e Corporation in theuse of Superfund monies to clean up the entire Manvi l le site in Waukegan,including the asbestos piles, the lagoons and channels, and any contaminationwithin the bui ld ings . Our call for immediate and thorough action is based onsafety, recreational, and economic considerat ions.
1) Safety
We are concerned about the health hazards from airborn asbestos from theestimated 600,000 tons of asbestos containing waste which have been depositedon this 120 acre site since 1923. 'We are also concerned about the release orthreat of release of hazardous substances into the ground water. The asbestospile is only 100 feet from Lake Michigan.
2) Recreation
Hundreds of fishermen use the Commonwealth Edison fishing pier which is only afew dozen yards from the asbestos pile. Health hazards to them from Inhalingairborn asbestos are unknown. In addition, the LaRe Michigan Shoreline Planpublished in November, 1983 by the City of Waukegan, the City of North Chicagoand the Waukegan Port Authority (copy attached) calls for continous publicaccess along the shorel ine. No responsible recreation or park agency willdevelop the shoreline here for public accesss until the threat ofenvironmental hazard is removed. Since the Chicago Metropolitan area is in
critical need of waterfront recreational resources for its 7 mi l l ion people,
every day that this problem goes unresolved is a day of continuing unmetrecreat ional need for this recreation-hungry populat ion.

RECEIVED
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use and residential development,now containing hazardous waste,marina space on the lakefront.appreciate considerably once the

3) Economic Considerations
Perhaps as much as a bi l l ion dollars in publ ic and private investment ispossible on the Waukegan/North Chicago lakefront. That includes new marinas,hotel and convention faci l i t ies, completion of the lakefront Parkway, mixed

The ponds and lagoons of the Manvi l l e plant,could, if cleaned up, provide much neededReal estate value of the property wil lsite is cleaned up.
In addition to value of the Manvi l le property itself, the value of neighboringproperties and, in fact, the image of lakefront communities, is intricatelytied to the hazardous waste problems at both Manvi l l e and Outboard Marine . Solong as people continue to think of Waukegan as the City of PCB ' s andasbestos , we wil l have an ungoing negative image which makes the task ofeconomic development all the more difficult.
Summary
For reasons of safety, recreation, and economic considerations, we urge youand the Manv i l l e Corporation to make swift use of Superfund monies to removethis threat to the air and water of the Waukegan lakeshore.
Sincerely,
LAKE COUNTY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSIONJ. WiWiam Baker, CJxairman

JWB/WW/jw

RECEIVE
a 1 fee-
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Mr. J. Wil l iam nak^r- Chairman
La<t- County economic i><

Coraraifision
Uoora A-rf03
i'l fcorth County Str~v.it

11i i noi s
Johna-rtanvilie /\ciainistrativ«

Consent Order
WauKt>gan, Illinois

Thanfe you tor your letter in response to tha United btatos
Knvironm<rnuai Protection Agency's ( u . S . r.PA) notlc*» or nn
Aciaiuiistrative ix>n«^r.t Ord«,^r witn Jor\ns-Manvi.] i*- concernircj
r««neoi^i acc iv it ies at tn<* ir KauKfec^ari tacil ity. The U . S . KPA
shares your concern at>out the hazardous v/aste ^sroblems associated
with tft« Jonns~flat;vi llvr tacii ity and the ;'ro;'O9e(3 Consc-nt
Orn.^r roiir^sf-ntii tn-- Agency ' s -rttort to r---aoivci thone proDiorns*
in ti.t* most f ; t t * . - c t iv »3 jind •ix^eoitioua manner ^ossibl** . Uni^r-r
thu Consent ordwr, Jonns-Manvilie will b*iar v.nc costs 01
activities at tiu-ir site and tne U . S . t-JPA will caretul i)
laonicor their actions. Sinctr ttiere in a private entity
to unaertak« remedial measures, the so caxled "Supertund" will
not be expended on the sito at this t ime. Should Johns-Manvil l i
r>«corae unwilling or unable to cojnfcilettf necessary remedial work,
tns U . S . KPA may consider expenditures ot tedorai tunos. The-
Agency approciatoe your oryanization'» int«*ryst and concern.

truly /ours.

Tor
rrjer

Ass istant Hcgicnal CounseJ
bcc; Vanessa Mucjgrave



Review of the Hydrological Investigation Workplan forThe Johns-Mauvilie 106 Order
Richard Bartelt, ChiefRemedial Response Branch
James H. Adams, Jr., ChiefQuality Assurance Office

Attached is the qorkplan produced for Manville as the firstdeliverable toward completion of the Qeotechnlcal and Hydro-logical Investigation required in the CERCLA Section 106consent order. Please review this plan for its qualityassurance aspects. We will need your comments, if any, byAugust 9, 1984 in order to incorporate them in any necessaryrevisions.
Comments or questions may be directed to 3111 Mains at886-3009.

3ILL MAINS: REMEDIAL RESPONSE 3ECTIONM1 : 7 - 2 7 - 3 4 : sa iD



Inves t igat ion ViorV; P l an for Johns-H?.nv i l lp

Hi l l i an '.). "ains
'\ predial Response Action II
Christopher
Conpl lance «*rancn t OxPE ( : . iM-527)
Attached is a copy of the draft work p lan for the Manvi l l e fipotechnlcal and
Hydrolngical Investigation. I have also provided a r^v^jM copy to tho Region
V Dual i ty Assurance Off lco . ^r. J^fner; '/'hippie, the contract manager for
• ' anv i l l o , -voulf 1 1 1 ' < <? to h' jvv* the in it ia l technical kick-off .^pptlnq for the
contract at the '-'aukpnan plant s i tr > t:hp week of Auqust 13th or ?0th. Tt is
HV hope I can orovid^ all uertinent conrsent^ to r'r. "hippie in time to
cor-ipleteH, acceptahle work p lan fro;^ "'anvil ̂ e on that schedule.
cc: ?' alette Meuher'.pr SC
Attachnent

MAINSrREMEDIAL RESPONSE SECTION I I :7/28/84:ddw diskette #7
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ENGINEERS • CONSULTANTS • PLANNERS •

KUMAR MALHOTRA & ASSOCIATES. INC
3000 East Belt Line ME
Grand Rapids, Michigan 49505
Telephone i616) 361-5092

July 27, 1984

Mr. Wil l iam D. MainsU .S . Environmental Protection AgencyRegion V230 Dearborn StreetChicago, Illinois 60604
Re: Johns-Manville Waste Disposal SiteWaukegan , Illinois Project S95-3224
Dear Bil l :
Thank you for your prompt response in supplying a copy of the RAMP onthe above referenced project. I am enclosing three copies of the draftWork Plan for the geotechnical and hydrogeologic investigations at thissite for planning possible future remedial response actions. Pleasefeel free to contact me or Jim Whipple if you have any questionsregarding this material. We would be very happy to meet with you todiscuss any comments or suggestions you may have in the near future.

Sincerely yours,

S.K. Malhotra, Ph .D . , P .E .

Enclosures
cc: J.H. WhippleJohns-Manville Corp.



Roger Harrlson, JirectorDepartment of Energy and EnvironmentCity of Uaukegan
106 North Utlca
Uaukegan, I l l inois 50085
Dear Mr. Harr i son :
As promised 1n our July 17th telephone conversat ion , enclosed is the Johns-
Manvl l le 106 Order by Consent with attachments (no b luepr ints ) . A set of
blueprints are Inc luded in the publ ic docket ava i lab le at the Uaukegan Pub l i c
Library. Also enclosed are copies of ERA press releases announc ing the
106 Order and extension of the comment period.
Sincerely,

Ui l l i a rn D. rfains
On-Scene Coordinator
Enclosure
MAINS:REMEDIAL RESPONSE SECTION I I : smw/ddw diskette #4 7/17/84
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UNITED STATES

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION V

230 SOUTH DEARBORN ST.
CHICAGO. ILLINOIS 606O4

REPLY TO ATTENTION OF:

S.K. MalhotraKMS Incorporated3000 E. Beltllne N.E.Grand Rapids, Michigan 49505
Dear Sir:
As promised in our July 5th telephone conversation, the following are
enclosed:

1. Johns-Manville RAMP t

2. QAMS-005/80 QAPP guidelines
3. Standard Operating Safety Guides (1/28/83)

I have removed the original cost estimates from the RAMP, since they
are no longer useful.
Sincerely,

Will iam D. MainsOn-Scene Coordinator



1 1 JON 1984

()A nan for the .)nhns-N'anvme Site In Uaukegan, I l l inois

Richard E.
9<?nedial Response Branch
Janes H. Adams Jr . , Chief
Qual i ty Assurance Off ice

On June 19, 1984. Region V finalized an Order by Consent with the Johns-
Manvl l l e Sales Corporation requirinn Manv1 1 1e to conduct a Rer»ed1al
Investigation (R I ) ?.t their Uaukegan abestos site. The hulk of the KI
work wil l be performed by s contractor, inc luding a HA plan consistent
with EPA guidance. Me .ire providing the contractor '-.'1th a copy of the
Heceinber 29, 1980, Interim Guide l ines (OAMS-005/80).

'•'e request you provide guidance for the Manvil le contractor fS .K. ̂ alhotra,
' <" 'A Inc . , Grand Rip ids , fll ) if contacted by him «<1th quest ions ahout his
OA plan development. The OSC for this site is Bi l l " 'a ins , who wil l be
your contact at 886-3009.
cc: Babette Neuberger, 5C

MAINS REMEDIAL RESPONSE SECTION II :7/6/84:ddw diskette #3:
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jt.<i r i' in^
I-. Serv ice l

.-Is have reviewed tK' latent ver s i on of ths ^L-ot^t lMJlta l and ;:
Investigation Specif Kdtions for tt-e Manv lUv :>it«: in ^aak?adr' ^ f1ritl

acceptable. Ws appr^ciate ^oar yil l1n-jn«:5S to ri«>jot1at3 ti^ points '"icf ;v dCi i l ' -rVa *n <scciV't<*"^ r . x n 1L - 1 t ^ -or ir i ' ! t ; . » iu ! ) Jo t:s > i ,V3:a1ns trat lv i jnj Consent i>*>tufen U.S. tPn «»r.c; joruis-i^nylH^ i.il.'-'S. f . < j fpor jTi i .-n .
we ;-to not antic ipate Kr.>iul ,.-«s , in tii<? ;.v ;Pt i^t: /^nriii

«ot final ly uypro.oa *^y Mit'i ,.-urt1;;s »na T'?c ;;:
ptc^ Lourt, U.S. tPA wi l l conduct tac rt-ar:-Jt'Sl 1 - < v c - * t i nat ion*or on til*; consent ortfer, incluoifij itows froci cxn

froa the
y yours,

t J ly i s l o t i
cc:

Corporatiun
Curolynf Mar i ln an<i Uait«i

bcc: Babette Meuberger , 5RC
MAIMS- .REMEDIAL RESPONSE SECTION I I :6/8/84:ddw diskette



1984

James K. Uhlpple, P.E.Senior Staff EngineerManvi l le Service Corporation
Ken-Caryl Ranch
Denver, Colorado 80217
Dear Mr. Whipp i e r
Me have reviewed the latest version of the Geotechnical and HydrologicalInvestigation Specifications for the Manvil le site in Uaukegan and find itacceptable. We appreciate your wi l l ingness to negotiate the points necessary
to achieve an acceptable Exhib it 2 for inclusion in the Adminstrative Orderby Consent between U.S . EPA and Johns-Manvil le Sales Corporation.
While we do not anticipate problems, in the event the Administrative Orderby Consent is not finally approved by both parties and The United StatesBankruptcy Court, U.S. EPA will conduct the remedial investigation cal ledfor on the consent order, including items from Exhibit 2, and seekreimbursement from the Jchns-Hanvi l le Sale Corporation.
Sincerely yours,

Basil G. Constantelos, DirectorWaste Management Div is ion
cc: Steven HoserManvi l le Service Corporation

Carolyn LownSchiff Hardin and Watte
bcc: Babette Neuberger, 5RC
MAINS:REMEDIAL RESPONSE SECTION I I :6/8/84:ddw diskette
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Carolyn A. Lown, Esq.
bch i f t , Hardin & Waite
7 2 0 0 Sears Towor
Chicago, Illinois 60606
ke; Johns-Manville Sales Corporation

Waukegan, Illinois
Dear Carolyn:
Enclosed please tind a signed copy ot the Administrative
Order by Consent.
Very truly yours.

babett« J. Neuberger
Assistant Regional Counsel
t;nciosurt=

bcc: Mains w/out enclosure



UNITED STf^S ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION><5ENCY
^ WASHINGTON, D.C. Z0460 V

• » ts »
. OAFICE OF

SOLID WASTE AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE

MEMORANDUM
SUBJECf: Concurrence on/th4 Issuance of CERCLA $106 Administrative/Ofider to Johns-ManK&ile,. Inc., Waukegan, Illinois •"

fa*** #tj C/7 Cfa+4FROM: Francis j. Biiros, Acting Director
CERCLA Enforcement Division, OWPE

TO: valdas V. Adamkus, Regional AdministratorRegion V
I have reviewed the Findings of Fact, Determinations andprovisions of the subject Order and hereby concur that the actualand threatened release of hazardous substances from the site may

present an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health,welfare or the environment. Further, I concur that the responseactions ordered are necessary to protect public health and theenvironment and concur with the issuance of the order.
Please send me a copy of the final signed Order as soon aspossible.

cc: Robert Schaefer
VX

<*••

6 E 5
J UN 2 91984

^EMEUiALRESPONSE BRANCH
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William E. Blakney, Be3
Assistant Attorney General
Environmental Control Division
188 West Randolph Street
Suite 2315Chicago, Illinois 6063 1

Protection AgencyDonald L. Gimbel, Esq.
Illinois Environmental
1701 South First Avenus
Suite 600Maywood, Illinois 601 S3
Re: Johns-Manville Sales Corporation

Waukegan, Illinois
Gentlemen:
Enclosed please find
which is expected to
Corporation by early
Order do not include
1 934 , Johns-Manvillethe blueprints, directly
Springfield office.

bcc: Wil l iam Mains , R

ResponseSection II

Administrative order by Consent
issued to Johns-Manville Sales

week. The enclosed copies of the
blueprints of Exhibit 2. On June 1,

copies of Exhibit 2, including
to Dave Favoro at the IEPA-

t le
bs
n sxt
s »nt

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please feel
free to contact me.
Very truly yours,

Babette J. Neuberger
Assistant Regional Couisel
Enclosures



RECORD OFCOMMUNICATION

3o

1 1

- 3000

•••€• ••* M MM* W»



RECORD OFCOMMUNICATION
to"

tttmomt tALi. £
DOTMlH MPICirvi

!•••*«•* ••• t*«rU^>W»»)

O/T1

••1C* •*» •• MM* M"
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?9S5DATE:

SUBJECT: Trip Report - Johns Manv i l l e , Waukegan Disposa l Area
FROM: Rodney G. Gaither, RPMILL-IND Unit

TO: Russell E. Dlefenach, Chief
I l l - IND Unit

On August 6, 1985, I traveled to the Johns-Manville Waukegan DisposalArea in Waukegan, Illinois. The primary purpose of the trip was toobserve air monitoring staions set up to test for lead (Pb) levels onand off-site. There were seven stations on-site, plus an additionalone on the north side of the plant that will be used to analyze forbackground levels. Also, there were two stations off-site set up inthe backyards of homes belonging to residents that live in the area.
The contractors for Johns-Manville were scheduled to sample on threedifferent days, for 24 hours. This was their last day. A set ofwater samples, in addition to the ones that were collected previously,wi l l be analyzed to better define the water quality and groundwaterflow direction in that area. The data has been scheduled to besubmitted by September 15, 1985.



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION V

DATE:
Request for Enforcement Support, Johns-Manvil le Site,SUBJECT: Waukegan, Ill inois
Rodney G. Gaither, RPMFROM: Hazardous Waste Enforcement Branch
Dr. Joseph BreenT0: Office of Toxic Substances (TS-798)

Per our conversation on August 7, 1985, this is a request for support fromyou regarding the Johns-Manville Waukegan Disposal Site. I would like foryou to evaluate and send me your recommendations on the Final RemedialInvestigation Report, Volumes I and II, that J-M sent U.S.EPA. In additionto providing me with airborne asbestos test, I would also like for you toevaluate and recommend a suitable way to address the issue on health andsafety of the public on drinking liquids containing asbestos (re: TechnicalMemorandum on Analysis of Abestos in Water Samples) . Under these tasks, Iwould like for you to review the existing information and specifically:
0 Evaluate data on airborne asbestos.
0 Evaluate the need for further remedial action at the site, basedon the air asbestos test.
0 Compare the airborne asbestos test to other reliable airborneasbestos tests that have been done before.

0 Recommend how the airborne asbestos problem at this site can bebetterdescribed in the Endangermant Assessment.
0 Recommend how the asbestos problem in water samples can bebetter described in the Endangermant Assessment.

If it is at all possible, please review and submit comments as soon as you
can.
If there are any questions, pleasae contact me during the week of August 26, 1985,My telephone number is FTS 886-4745.

Attachments

bcc: R. Diefenbach

RGAITHER:CERCLA: sa i ( #3 ) (8/7/85)

EPA FORM 132O4 (REV. 3-78)
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VIA FXPPESS

-r. r 'arv1n ClunpusProject CoordinatorManvllle Service Corporation
P.O. 3ox 5108
f'enver. Colorado W217

The Johns-HanvH 1 ewaukegan ntsposafs 1 te

The U.S. Environmental Protection Aqency (U.S. TPA) has reviewer! the FinalRenedlal Invest1yat1on Peport (''!) and the Technical ''"norannuri ^M-l
(Asbestos Analysis of »8ter Sarples hy Elpctron ( '1crnsrof>y) nrwUiced ^y

H^jnotra A Hccoclates, Inc. for tne John-Hanvil l *? disposal Mr?»a in
, Ill inois.

The Hrvji f'l ??«»port has been disapproved pprnMn-5 Add i t iona l ^at«t <md fur-ther consideration of t.he airborne asbestos test1n?». That datA Includes
the following:

1. Additional growndwiter analysis of connon Inorganican Ions; and
2. On and off-site lead (Pb) levels In the air.

T>»e tire schedule for submission of the above rwntloned has been set tostart on July 29, 1985. The report Incorporating the data should be sun-no later than Septenber 15, 19K5.
If there any consents or questions, please don't hesitate to contact ne.
Sincerely,

f'ana^er

5HE-1 2 :Rr , a i t h e r :m t : 8 / 6 / 8 5 : M
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Manville Says Three Insurers to Provide
$112 Million Toward Asbestos Claims

# * «
By JONATHAN DAIIL

Staff Hrpnrter of Tiif. WAI j. STHKI>.T JOVKNAI.Manville Corp. said three more insurersagreed to provide $112 million toward set-tling asbestos-related claims against thecompany.Manville currently has agreements withsix insurers for a total of $426 million forsuch claims. The Denver-based maker ofbuilding materials still is negotiating with21 other insurance companies and expects:to receive at least $600 million eventu-ally.That amount, however, may not beenough to cover all claims against the for-mer asbestos producer, attorneys for some.claimants have said. Originally, the settle-'ment fund was to be used only for health-. related suits, but Manville conceded yes-terday that some of the money may beused for other costs, includingproperty-damage claims.
Lengthy Legal Dispute

- Property-damage claims of more than$1 billion have been filed against Manvilleso far. The company doesn't believe it orits insurers will be held liable for most ofthe property-damage claims, although law-yers for the claimants believe they will.' The claims were mudc by property owners

• * * *
who have or will have to remove asbestosfrom their buildings.The settlement fund stems from alengthy legal dispute between Manvilleand its insurers. Thousands of individualshave sued the company, claiming they con-tracted various respiratory diseases fromexposure to ManviUe-made asbestos. Thecompany contended that the insurersshould pay the claims, but the insurerscouldn't agree on their liability.That prompted Manville to sue its in-surers for $5 billion hi I960. Two yearslater, Manville filed under Chapter 11 ofthe federal Bankruptcy Code, claiming itcouldn't afford to pay all the health-relatedasbestos claims. The company currentlyis seeking to reorganize under Chapter 11.which protects a company from creditoijjlawsuits while It tries to work out a plan to[pay Its debts. fAs part of Its reorganization plan. Man-ville reached a S314 million settlement with

three of its major insurance carriers hutMay. Yesterday, it said It signed a settle-ment for $112 million with Insurance Co. ofNorth America, Midland Insurance Co. andAllstate Insurance Co. The amount each in-surer will pay wasn't disclosed.
The company's earlier agreement gen-erated a controversy because of an un-usual provision protecting insurers fromfuture related legal costs. The accord alsoprotects them from property-damageclaims, a Manville official said yesterday.The official said it hasn't been decidedwhether funds from the second settlementwill be allocated for property-damageclaims as well.

Property-Damage Claims
The property-damage claims are beingbrought by government agencies, busi-nesses and homeowners seeking to recoverthe costs of removing asbestos from build-ings. Already, at least 3,500 such claims to-taling more than $1 billion have beenfiled.Manville said it won't "have to pay allthose claims because the company wasn'tthe only asbestos producer. But attorneysfor asbestos health victims say that if thecompany has to pay for even some of the

property-damage suits, then funds forhealth-related claims will be drained."It's like creating a pool of money forthe victims, and then putting in some we!!sthat pump It away from them." said Ber-tram Harnett, an attorney for a group ofasbestos victims.Mr. Harnett said Manville should re-cover from Its insurers "something far inexcess" of the $600 mfllikm the companyplans to receive.Manville doesn't agree, however. "Weonly had so much insurance coverage, itwasn't unlimited," said Richard Von Wald.a vice president and corporate counsel forthe company. "This was the fairest settlemcnt we could get."The dispute over the insurance settle-ments has stalled the company's bank-ruptcy-court proceedings for six monthsand is likely to delay it for several moremonths. Both settlements with the insurersare subject to the approval of bankrutncy-court Judge Burton Lifland. He twice post-poned a hearing on the matter and is ex-pected to schedule another one thisspring.
In composite trading on DIP New YorkStock Exchange yesterday. Manvilleclosed at $7.125. up 50 cents.

c
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JAY \ 4 1985

Nr. Pick t-iotini
Californ ia Department of Health Services
Toxic Substances Control Division
107 South Broadway
Room 701 1
Los Angeles , Cal iforn ia 90012

Pe: Johns-Manvil le sales Corporation
Dear Rick :

As you requested on May 13, 1985 , I am forwarding to
you a copy of the Consent Agreement that the U .S . Environmental
protection Agency ( U . S . E P A ) entered into with Johns-f-'anvi l ie
Sales Corporation for the company's Waukegan, Illinois
facil ity. The enclosed copy includes the attachments to
the Agreement with the exception of two large naps which 1
was unable to photo-copy.

The Consent Agreement requires the cotr-pany to conduct
a Peroenial Invest igat ion/ Feasibl ity Study for the s ite.
Johns-Danville has submitted a draft Remedial Investigation report
to U . S . EPA , which is presently undergoing internal review.
V;e anticipate providing comments on the draft report to Johns-
Manville within the next two to three weeks. As I indicated
during our telephone conversation, U . S . EPA ' s consents
may be instructive to you. Therefore, I encourage you
to call again to discuss the company's report once our comments
are completed.

If I can be of further assistance to you please contact
me at ( 3 1 2 ) 886-6733 . Good luck with your endeavor.

very truly yours.

Babette J. NeubergerAssistant Regional Counsel
Fncl .

hcc: Podney Ga i t h e rW
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c
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 2200 Churchill Road, Springfield, IL 62706

217/782-6760
Refer to: L09719014 — Lake CountyWaukegan/Johns-ManvllleSF/Technical
May 6, 1985
Rodney GaitherU.S. Environmental Protection AgencyRegion V, CERCLA A Enforcement Section230 South Dearborn StreetChicago, Illinois 60604
Dear Mr. Gaither:
Thank you for forwarding the Draft Remedial Investigation (RI) for the subjectfacility. I have reviewed the document and attached to this letter pleasefind my comments.
Although not a party to the Order By Consent, IEPA is interested inmaintaining a review and comment ability on this project. I appreciate beingcontinued to be informed regarding project activities.
If you have any questions or comments, please contact me at the numberindicated above.
Sincerely,_n .-*•—• yj•̂CZX^xixve*̂ ^
Steven K. DunnRemedial Response UnitHazardous Substance Control SectionDivision of Land Pollution Control
SKD:bls/0955E,48
Attachment
cc: Bob Cowles, W/ADon Gimbel, Enforcement W/AMaywood Regional OfficeFile



c
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 2200 Churchill Road, Springfield, IL 62706

Comments on Draft FIReport for Johns-Manville

1. The RI presents data for air monitoring which is in apparent conflict withmonitoring performed in April, 1982. No discussion of the 1982 data normonitoring previously performed by Johns-Manville is included in the RI.There is no discussion of possible causes for the apparent conflict indata. This should be addressed.
2. The RI proposes that a large proportion of leachate from the disposal arealagoons serves as recharge for the industrial canal. If this is true, theadequacy of Wells 2, 3 and 4 reflecting acutal groundwater quality isquestionable. The pumping of water from the industrial canal could beexercising a hydraulic gradient Influence on groundwater at the site. Thecontour maps In the report, developed from groundwater levels, may or maynot be indicative of actual groundwater flow.

To lend support to this concern, Well 4 could be expected to have thehighest level of contaminants based on contoured groundwater flow and welllocation. However, of Wells 2, 3, and 4, Well 4 shows the lowestconcentration of contaminants. It is possible that this is due togroundwater flow from the lake into the industrial canal. Similarly, Well2 which Is farthest away from the industrial canal shows the highestcontaminant levels.
The RI does not consider groundwater mounding as a result of the lagoons.Groundwater movement may not be as described in the report.

3. The RI assumes continued operation of the facility. This assumption Isimportant for two reasons:
a. With respect to comment 2., In what manner would groundwater movementand quality be influenced by facility closure?
b. To what extent does wastewater currently affect ambient pH levels?If operations were ceased would the pH be significantly lowered,possibly freeing lead at the site or is pH determined more by thenature of solid materials disposed at the site?

4. IEPA is particularly concerned with the non-disclosure statement in the RI.
IEPA sees no authority for this statement and requests that this documentnot only be released, but that the public be notified of its existence.IEPA also requests a public hearing be held before approval of the RI.

5. Although outside the context of USEPA-CERCLA actions, IEPA wishes to
reiterate its determination that a permit under the terms of Title 35 Part802 is required for this facility.

SKD:b l s/0955E,49
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH .lUMAN SERVICES \ . Public Health ServiceCenters for Disease Control

M>fc^VJft̂  Memorandum
Date December 3, 1982 (/ ** a

___ 3#v
From Chief, Superfund Implementation Group

Subject Review of Data, Manville Site, Waukegan, IL )A
To Peter McCumiskey

Public Health Advisor
EPA Region 5

As requested, the data you submitted concerning the above site has been
reviewed by the Centers for Disease Control. I regret the delay in
responding, but felt that it was necessary in order for the information to be
reviewed by two established experts in the field of asbestos sampling,
analysis, and interpretation.
It was the conclusion of the reviewers that, due to less than optimum sampling
and analytical techniques, the degree of health risk from this site cannot be
estimated with any certainty. There is, of course, the possibility that such
a risk is present since asbestos fibers are apparently being released from the
site. Therefore, in view of the well-documented health effects of this
substance, collection of data that would allow a better estimation of risk to

, be made would be useful, and should be done if feasible within budgetary and
technical constrants.
Specific comments of the reviewers follow:

"The type of sample collection was inappropriate for asbestos (any
fibers). Using a Sierra/Anderson Virtual Impractor has no useful purpose
in fiber collection, especially when fibers are going to be sized by
electron microscopy. Total dust sample collection would have been the
preferred method.
"Sample flow rates were too low for ambient air collection. Due to the
sample device used, they were limited to 15 .0 1pm. With a total dust
sample a much broader range of flow rates could have been used.
"Analysis by electron microscopy (EM) has not been standardized.
Techniques such as type of filter, sample preparation methods, type of EM
analysis, etc. , vary depending on where the sample is collected (i.e.
water, air) and the intended purpose of the collection (i.e. fiber
concentration, fiber identification, fiber sizing). The method used in
the study is one approach that is often used. However, there are some
potential problems with the method. First, the cellulose filter used in



r
Page 2 to Peter McCumiskey
collection needs to be ashed to remove organic material. It is then mixed
with a dispersion solution and filtered through a nucleopore filter...,,. During
thtST process there is a potential for breaking fibers, thus increasing fiber
counts/concentration; and losing some of the sample (fibers) during ashing and
transfer of the material. to the other filter type (nucleopore).

"In my opinion, this method is not the .most accurate for de terming fiber
concentration. As you would suspect, I would recommend the method (or a
similar one) outlined in the NIOSH Technical Report: "Review and
Evaluation of Analytical Methods for Environmental Studies of Fibrous
Particulate Exposures" written by Zumwalde and Dement.
"Other problems with the analysis include:
"Minimum magnification for asbestos fiber sizing should be 10,OOOX (not
2,OOOX as preformed in study).
"No discussion was given as to the identification of the fibers. They
are probably correct in that the fibers at Johns Manville waste site were
chrysotile, however, they should have performed some type of analysis to
confirm this assumption. I would recommend using transmission electron
microscopy and identify individual fibers by selected area electron
diffraction and energy dispersive X-ray analysis."

% i

I hope <hese comments are useful. If we can be of further help to you, please
do not hesitate to let us know.
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ManvilleItonvlll* Swvic* CorporationKen-CarylRanch FOB 5108
Denver. Colorado 80217
303 978-2000

August 20, 1984

Basil G. Constantelos
Director, Waste Management Division
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region V
230 South Dearborn Street
Chicago, IL 60604
Re: Johns-Manville Disposal Area RI/FS
Dear Mr. Constantelos:
Pursuant to Article VIII of the Administrative Order by Con-sent ("Consent Order") entered into between Johns-Manville
Sales Corporation ( "J-M") and the United States Environmental
Protection Agency ( "USEPA") , I have been designated as the J-M
Project Coordinator. Therefore, all major communications
concerning the implementation and status of the Consent Order
should be directed initially to me as follows:

K. (Chet) Nerheim
Manville Service Corporation
P. 0. Box 5108
Denver, Colorado 80217
( 303 ) 978-3929

Because of the complexity and technical nature of the Consent
Order, I have designated several "Alternate Project Coordina-
tors" with primary areas of responsibility, as follows:

Stephen V. Moser (Overall)
Manville Service Corporation
P. 0. Box 5723
Denver, Colorado 80217
(303) 978-2672
James H. Whipple (RI/FS: Soil and Groundwater)
Manville Service Corporation
P. 0. Box 5108
Denver, CO 80217
( 3 0 3 ) 978-3750
Dr.James P. Leineweber (RI/FS: Air)
Manville Service Corporation
P. O. Box 5108
Denver, CO 80217
( 3 0 3 ) 978-3 1 18



"1C

Basil G. Constantelos
August 20, 1984
Page Two

Michael Debish (On-Site Coordinator)
Johns-Manville Sales Corporation
P. O. Box 228
Waukegan, IL 60087
(312) 623-2900
Richard Jonas (Alternate On-Site Coordinator)
Johns-Manville Sales Corporation
P. 0. Box 228
Waukegan, IL 60087
(312) 623-2900

These individuals should be contacted in my absence or where
the communications involve technical or minor matters within
their respective areas of responsibility.
I am committed to frequent and open communications with your
agency during the pendency of the Consent Order and trust that
you are as well. We are determined to implement the terms of
the order as smoothly and efficiently as possible. We look
forward to your cooperation and assistance in this effort.
Sincerely,

£/t»u/<"vw
K. (Chet) Nerheim
Manager, Assets Recovery



Manville Service CorporationKen-Caryl Ranch
Denver, Colorado 80217
303 978-2000

Manville
April 6, 1984

CTC

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region 5230 South Dearborn Street
Chicago, Illinois 60604

Attention: Norman Niedergang, P.E.
Reference: Supplemental General Conditions and SpecificationsGeotechnical and Hydrological InvestigationWaste Disposal Site Study

Waukegan Illinois Plant
Project S94-3224

Dear Mr. Niedergang:
This letter is to advise you of the additions, deletions, and/orrevisions made to the above referenced document as compared to the
submittal dated March 23, 1984. Since this document will be used in the
bid package, we are submitting the above referenced document as a unit
for your review.
The changes are as follows:

Supplemental General Conditions
Paragraph
4.2

Specifications
Paragraph
1 . 3 .4

9 . 1 .3

9 . 1 .4

9.4 . 1 , 9 . 4 . 2

Remarks
Revised heading to Start Contract
Work.

Remarks
Relocated and renumbered para.
1 .4 .2 .
Revised paragraph - deleted
statements reference to soilborings through waste fill
material into underlying natural
soils.
Added statement to end of
paragraph.
New sub-paragraphs.
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April 6, 1984
Project S94-3224
Page 2

Specifications (continued)
9.4 .3

9 .4 .4
9.4 .5

10.2
10.2. 1
10 .2 .2
10.4.3

10.4.4 thru 10.4.5
10.6.1

10.6.2
10.6 .2 thru 10.6.4
11 .4.1
11 .4.2
11 .4.2, 11 .4.3

Drawings
Dwg. No.
36121-4

36122-4

Very truly yours,

Renumbered sub-paragraph andrevised statement.
Completely revised sub-paragraph.
Renumbered sub-paragraph, revised
first sentence and quantities
listed.
Deleted last sentence.
Completely revised sub-paragraph.
Revised statement.
Deleted previous sub-paragraph.
Renumbered para. 10 .4 .4 and
revised both sentences.
Renumbered sub-paragraphs.
Revised quantities listed andadded last sentence.
Deleted previous sub-paragraph.
Renumbered sub-paragraphs.
Revised sub-paragraph.
Deleted previous sub-paragraph.
Renumbered sub-paragraphs.

Remarks
Deleted disposal on-site ground
water monitoring well south ofsludge disposal pit.
Relocated three east-west soilboring sites back into the
disposal pit areas.

James H. Whipple, P.E.
Sr. Staff Engineer



April 6, 1984
Project S94-3224
Page 3

Distribution:
D. Favero
C. Bowers
D. BurfordJ. Crawford
C. Lown
S. MoserL. Mutaw
C. Nerheim
S. Ng
J. Scott
T. Van der Veer
Central File S94-3224

Ill.EPA,
Springfield separate letter w/enclosure
1-01 w/o enclosure
1-06 w/enclosure
2-09 w/enclosureSHW, Chicago w/enclosure
2-16 w/enclosureWaukegan w/o enclosure
3-27 w/o enclosure
3-25 w/o enclosure
Waukegan w/enclosure
3-26 w/o enclosure

Enclosure:
Suppl. Gen. Cond's and Spec's dated April 6, 1984 w/attachments:
Tables 1 & 2, Inorganic & Organic Analysis Data Sheets.
Proposed Groundwater Monitoring Well Details.
Drawings No. 36121-4 & 36122-4

0355k



SCHIFF HARDIN & WAITE
A ' artnershlp Including Professional Corporallona

7200 Sears Tower, Chicago. Illinois 60606Telephone (312) 876-1000 Twx 910-221-2463
WASHINGTON OFFICE:
1101 Connecticut Avenue, N.W., Washington, O.C. 20036
Telephone (202) 857-0600 Telex SHW 64590

January 18, 1985

BY MESSENGER
Regional Administrator,

Region V
United States Environmental

Protection Agencyc/o Babette J. Neuberger, Esq.
230 South Dearborn Street
16th Floor
Chicago, Illinois 60604

Re: Johns-Manvilie Sales Corp., Waukegan,
Illinois Administrative Order By
Consent, EPA Docket No. V-W-106-5

Dear Sir:
On January 11, 1985, various representatives of

the United States Environmental Protection Agency ("USEPA")
and Johns-Manville Sales Corporation {"Johns-Manvilie") met
to discuss the preparation of the Remedial Investigation Report
which is required by the above-captioned Administrative Order
By Consent. That Order requires Johns-Manville to submit
a Remedial Investigation Report to USEPA within 180 days ofthe effective date of the Administrative Order By Consent.
When this schedule for submission was agreed to, Johns-Manville
hoped, with some reservations about what the actual experience
would prove to be in the matter, that 180 days would be suffi-
cient for the task. Actual experience at the Waukegan site
has proven that 180 days is not long enough, as was discussedat the January llth meeting. Johns-Manville now finds that
additional time will be required in order to prepare a Remedial
Investigation Report which will provide meaningful information
about the site and will answer the questions which were raisedby USEPA at the January llth meeting about the preliminary
results obtained form the remedial investigation work thathas been done.

To accommodate these needs, Johns-Manville requestedat the January llth meeting, and now reiterates the request
in this letter, that the deadline for submission of the Remedial
Investigation Report be extended as follows: a preliminary
draft of the Remedial Investigation Report will be submitted
by March 4, 1985 to USEPA for preliminary comment and a final



S.CHIFF HARDIN & WAITE
Regional Administrator
January 18, 1985
Page Two

draft of the Remedial Investigation Report will be submitted
by March 4, 1985 to USEPA for preliminary comment and a final
draft of the Remedial Investigation will be submitted to USEPA
two weeks after Johns-Manville has received USEPA's preliminary
comments on the preliminary draft of the Remedial Investigation
Report. Johns-Manville hopes that such a revised schedule
for submission, which provides for an "interim date" as well
as a final date, will meet the needs of both USEPA and Johns-
Manville with respect to the required Remedial Investigation
Report.

If this revised schedule is acceptable to USEPA,
Johns-Manville suggests that it be memorialized as a brief
addendum to the Administrative Order By Consent.

Given the time remaining for submission of the Remedial
Investigation Report under the Administrative Order By Consent
as it is presently drafted, your prompt attention to this
request will be greatly appreciated.

Sin/re jfrely,

Carolyn A. Lown
CAL/jm
cc: Mr. Basil G. Constantelos

Mr. Rodney Gaither
Stephen V. Moser, Esq.
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K. (Chet) iterhe1n, Manager
A5iat$ Recovery and Project CoordinatorMany 11Ic Service CorporationP.O. Box 51 OSDenver, Colorado 80217
Dear Mr. Kerhelia:
This, letter 1s to Inform you that I approve the Work-Plan fcr Gcotcch-nlcal and Hydrogeologlcal Investigations produced by KKA. Incorporated,Including the January, 1934, CAL, Incorporated, Quality Assurance Manual
with the October 4, 1984, Supplement. Tha one condition t« this approval
Is that the Remedial Invcstgatlon Report 1s to contain, In an appendix,tho raw data from the sample analysis runs f/QKrch rural urn t cadmium,bdsnlum, and sulflde. Include there also the GC/HS outputs for a.sample containing detectable contamination. In the event no detectionsware ever mads, substltua an example no-detect run.
Johns-Manvllle Sales Corporation has noa completed Section 1 .2 . 1 cfExhibit 2 of the consent order between Johns-Hanvllle Sales Corporationand U.S. EPA. I appreciate your efforts toward our goal.
Sincerely yours, •

Mllllara D. MainsRemedial Sits Project Kanager.
cc: atf., !nc ̂ ^ • •'

Sab^ttc tiawbergrr 5C
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5RA-14 1
5GL
SPA-14
5PL-14
SC-16
SCA-16
5CHW-16
5CWTG-16
5A-26
5A-26
SA-26
5A-26
5A-26
SAC-26
SAC-26
SAC-26
5S
5CRL
5SEM
5SQAccmn
SSEDO
SSEGI
5M-14
5ME-14
SMF-14
5MFG-14
5MS-14
5MSA-14
SMSO-14
SMSO-11
5MSG-11
5MP-14
5MA-14
5H-13
5HR-13
5HT-11
5HW-13

5W-11
5WO-12
5WF-12
5WFI-12
5WFP-12
5WFE-12
5WFM-12
5WQ-11
SWQC-11
SWQD-11
5WQP-11
5WQS-11
SCCI-4

OFC OF REGIONAL'AbillNISTMtOR
OFC OF GREAT LAKES NAT'L PROG
OFC OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS
Library
OFC REGIONAL COUNSEL
Air Branch
Solid Waste & Emergency Response Branch
Water Toxics and General Law Branch
AIR MANAGEMENT DIVISION
Air and Radiation Branch

Technical Analysis Section
Regulatory Analysis Section
Air Planning Section

Air Compliance Branch
Engineering Section 1
Engineering Section II

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES DIVISION
Central Regional Laboratory
Environmental Monitoring Branch
Quality Assurance Office
Central District Office
Eastern District Office-Ohio
Grosse He. Michigan Office
PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT DIVISION
Environmental Review Branch
Financial Management Branch

Grants Management Section
Management Services Branch

Administrative Mgmt Section
OFC Services Unit/Mail Room
Data Management Section
Graphic Arts

Personnel Branch
Planning & Analysis Branch
WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
Remedial Response Branch
Toxics Materials Branch
Waste Management Branch

WATER DIVISION
Drinking/ Groundwater Prot. Br.
Municipal Facilities Branch

Environmental Impact Section
Facilities Planning Section
Municipal Engineering Section
Program Management Section

Water Quality Branch
Compliance Section
Dredge & Fill Section
Permits Section
Planning & Standards Section

OFC OF CRIMINAL ENFORCEMENT
OFC OF INSPECTOR GENERAL/AUDIT

Info D Per Telecon D
Comment D Action D

Comment O
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William E. Blakney
Assistant Attorney General
Environmental Control Division
160 North LaSalie Street
Suite 900
Chicago, Illinois 60601
Re: Johns-Manviile Sales Corporation

Wauke<j[an, 11 IjL no Lg___ _ _
Dear Bill:
As you are aware, since September. l y83, this office has
been negotiating with Johns-Manville Sales Corporation to
acnieve a private party investigation and cleanup of the
company's asbestos contaminated facility in Waukegan,
Illinois.
Negotiations with the company are proceeding torthrightly.
I -^xptrct to be in a position to enter a signed Admin istrat ive
Consent order with the company pursuant to Suction 1U6 ot the
Comprehensive Environmental Response. Compensation and Liability
Act (CERCLA) within the next two to three weeks. I am concerned
however, that the company will refuse to sign tnt> Admir i i strat iv«-
Order with our Agency unless the State ot Illinois is prepared
to sc.-ttif at the same time.
As you will recall, at the outset ot negotiations, Ms. Carolyn
Lown, the attorney tor Johns-Manville Sales Corporation,
chat the company would not settle with the State or
Agency alone without receiving a concomitant "release" from the
other Agency. Thereafter, you, Don Gimbol and I made yreat
ptforts to coordinate our respective positions while r.eyotiatinywith the company. Duriny this period, I understood that you
would be developing a state consent decree which parallels; th^e
federal administrat ive order and tracks the "release" lan tju<-tye-in the federal document. To date, I have not received a draf t
ot the the Sta t e ' s consent decree; nor has a document, been
submitted to the company tor discussion.
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This dolay on the Sta te ' s part greatly concerns me as I tear
tnat it may effect ively prevent a tederal settlement with trie
company. The Waste Management Division of U . S . EPA is very
eager to resolve this matter. Unless I am able to produce a
signed settlement agre»?ment with Johns-Manvil le sales Corporation
within the next two to three weeks, the Supertund Program off ice
has threatened to break-off negotiations with the company and
proceed with a Fund-financed response action. Thus, it Johns-
Manvi i le holds true to its threat, that it will not settle with
just one Agency, your delay may well mean the demise ot my
settlement.
Please let me know what, it any, assistance I can give you in
resolving this matter.
Very truly yours,

aabettt* J. Neuberger
Assistant Regional Counsel
cc: Lee Hett inger, Chief

Environmental Control Divis ion
Off i ce of the Illinois Attorney General

iC:/.',.^Donald L. Gimbel, Esquire
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency.-.
1701 South First Avenue
Suite 600 $
Maywood, Illinois 60153 *'• V



SCHIFF HARDIN & WAITE
A Partnership Including Professional Corporations

7200 Sears Tower Chicago, Illinois 60606
Telephone (312) 876-1000 Twx 910-221 -2463

WASHINGTON OFFICE:
1 101 Connecticul Avenue, N.W.. Washington, D.C. 20036
Telephone (202) 857-0600 Telex SHW64590

April 4, 1984

BY MESSENGER
Babette J. Neuberger, Esq.
Assistant Regional Counsel
Solid Waste & Emergency Response Branch
United States Environmental ProtectionAgency
Region U
230 South Dearborn Street
16th Floor
Chicago, Illinois 60604

Re:

Dear Babette:

Johns-Manville Sales Corporation,
Waukegan, Illinois____________

Enclosed is another draft of the Administrative Order'
by Consent. This copy reflects the changes which you and I andSteve Moser discussed yesterday. For ease of reference, addi-
tions are underlined and deletions are shown in brackets.

In addition to the changes reflected in the encloseddraft, Steve and I would like to make the following additional
changes to the document:

1. We would like to add the phrase "or otherwiseexpressly reserved herein" to the end of the first sentence ofparagraph V(C) (7) .
2. We would like to change the citation "40 C.F .R .

§ 3 0 0 . 6 8 ( a ) through (j) ( 1983 ) " which appears in paragraph XIV
to the citation "40 C.F .R . Part 3 0 0 , " as 40 C.F .R . § 3 0 0 . 6 8 ( a )
through (j) references other portions of 40 C .F .R . Part 300 .

I look forward to your response to the enclosed.
S: Incerely,

wn
CAL/jm
Encl.
cc: Stephen V. Moser, Esq. (w/encl .)



V IV iU/\ KUM AH MALI OI R A Q ASSOCM IAFCS.
3(XK1 hi-;l Hell I mr N |-

ENGINEERS • CONSULTANTS • PLANNERS • C, I . I IK | H; i | in j s . Mi < :hM|, in
N-lt-phonn I61GI :M>1 WW
October 12, 1984

Wil l i am D. MainsOn-Scene CoordinatorU . S . E . P . A . , Region 5230 South Dearborn StreetChicago, Illinois 60604
Reference: Waste Disposal SiteJohns-Manvi l le , Waukegan, Ill inois
Dear Mr. Mains:
First of all I must thank you for your assistance to KMA's staff during the fieldinvestigations. This letter is in response to your review/comments on the draftwork plan for field investigations at the above referenced site. This responsecovers comments made in the August 22, 1984 work plan review meeting at Waukegan,
Il l inois as well as those addressed in your September 1984 letter to James H.Whipple of Manvil le Service Corporation.
Responses to all of the comments and suggestions made during the August 22, 1984
meeting have been incorporated in the work plan and copies of the revised workplan are enclosed for your review and approval. As you are aware from your siteinspections that various procedures and precautions listed in the work plan werefollowed during field investigations.
A summary of procedures actually used in the field will be presented in the In-vestigations Report.
A response to your comments in September 1984 letter is presented in the enclosedsupplement to the Quality Assurance Manual submitted to you during the August 22,1984 meeting. This supplement addresses each of the sections outlined in your
September, 1984 letter except section 5 . 10 . Data reduction methods will bediscussed in the Remedial Investigation (RI ) Report as specified in the work plan.
Methods to identify and treat outliers is presented in Section 7 of the CantonLaboratory Quality Assurance Manual. However a brief summary of methods used
will be included in the RI Report.
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions on the enclosed infor-mation.

Sincerely yours,

S .K . Malhotra, P hD . , P . E .Project ManagerEnclosure
c c : J . H . Whipp le
SKMrcw



James H. WhlppleSenior Staff EngineerHonvllle Service CorporationP.O. Box 5108Denver, CO 80217
This letter Is to Inform you of modifications required for approval ofthe Geotechnlcal and Hydrologlcal Investigation Specifications proposedfor the remedial Investigation at the Uaukegan disposal site. The Supple-mental General Condition section, while useful In your contracting act-Ions, will not be required as part of the consent order. As a result.some modifications simply remove reference to that section. The remain-der of the modifications alter some wordings, and add making a potentlo-metrfc ground water map part of the monitoring well construction act-ivity. * -
The modifications are as follows:
reference1.1.1

3.34

3.3.7

actionremove "see SupplementalGeneral.....
remove "Supplemental GeneralConditions.... page SGC-5, and"
change "work performed and comply"to "work performed will comply"

•-'^, •-^^^^^^^-t-• ••' vipQf îj^wWi} *rif tncountered .&,,, ,. .\.v>^vt îH^pp^^^JN?^-; ^$^ 7-v diiHî ^ffwijli*." '̂ - • • • > : - - . -v -v ̂  •-•>; *-*; •-• ̂:'X?^r:^^fir*v . < -v : ^ ' :v . ' % ' . - • ' • ; ̂ ^^M^M::r-'::/'•'•/'"'"., ; ' f - ' < : : - ' - ' • ' / , •- • • . ; ' '.•:;-,^;•',.,^ a f * ^ii**»ii-«T»rt ingles will... depth IntenraU^-
klb. * *. — ..*.>•__ A.L. — .*^_ . . • . '^.- L_^J^':- '-jfr.K*L _ •-.-VJff/*.*:.4:^^"•;M<X'lBi

t^.'v.'^i?'-.- - •'.:?'.' "
9.1.3

. *.,.',,-,. . - ' - j • • , . • • : , »^ » »•* • » : . .11»» »««v««» wil l . . .
^ î |̂ ^P^^^^ '̂10^iW tfefc«_,....,.,rA- ̂ «^ .̂ja^Pf piitiHTl be eompatlttd afer^fc*ifOMr >Yacejampler w111.be.composite^ '^WgKlS^fi
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replace '...the Consultant shall... will be(yv ;&^K^»A^^~jfl < *.. a •"* ' - . 1 . • i ranalyzed*

10,4.7
10.5

» ————— . . • \ ' W1 ̂  ̂ *-y^^» B^P«M -WlVt I^ ^; •» ' | Vvwith: ERA will determine/the percentage of filr f
samples to be analyzed. ^^'Y'-.''VV«.';J '-r ' ' ' {"•{'•
add: casing and stable groundwater elevations ''
add: Installation of wells, a summary of fieldtest results, and a^otentlometrtc ground water
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10 .6 .3 add: conductivity tests and ground viaterj?je-
vation measurements shall be.

If there arc further questions on these modifications, I may be reached at(312)836-3009.
Sincerely Yours,

Wil l iam D. Mains
OSC

WMainsRemedial Response Section I I ;m j ;5/23/84



MEttGKAMOU".
TO: Chris Grundler,
FROM: Dabette J. Heuberger, Assistant Regional Counsel
i'.C: Administrative Order by Consent for Johns-Manville

Facility, Waukegan, Illinois

Enclosed please find the final administrative order by consentbetween U .S .EPA and Johns-Manville Sales Corporation. The
order is submitted for final review and approval by the Office
of Waste Programs Enforcement. An identical copy of theorder has already been signed by management at Johns-Manville
Sales Corporation and is presently in sign-off within Region V.
Thank you for your prompt review and approval of this order.
If vou have any questions or comments please contact me
at FIB 886-6340 .
Enclosure

cc: V7illian Mains w/out end.



HE^GOVERNOR
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 217-782-7355

SPRINGFIELD, 1 1 1 . , June 26—Governor James R. Thompson and the leaders of the
House and Senate proposed the most ambitious hazardous waste cleanup program in
Illinois history Tuesday, a $20 million state-funded attack on abandoned
hazardous waste sites across the state.

The Governor commended House Speaker Michael Madigan of Chicago, Senate
President Philip Rock of Oak Park, House Republican Leader Lee Daniels and Senate
Republican Leader Pate Philip, both of Elmhurst, for agreeing to sponsor the
appropriations.

As part of this three-year "Clean Illinois" program, the Governor has
proposed allocating $2 million to speed up an inventory of potential danger
spots, $17 million for actual cleanup and $1 million to begin monitoring the
quality of groundvater in Illinois in Fiscal Year 1985.

"Over the past several years, we have made great strides to ensure the proper
management of hazardous wastes," the Governor said. "But it isn't enough. While
these programs have concentrated on the prevention of future problems, we must
come to grips with the legacy of our industrial past — the dozens of landfills
and industrial sites where hazardous wastes were dumped before environmental
regulations came into effect ."

Thompson said the State will proceed on three specific sites in Fiscal Year
1985 — Taylorville Landfill in Christian County, LeMear Landfill in St. Clair
County and Dead Creek in St. Clair County. These will be the first steps in an
effort to have the program aggressively deal with s i tes as quickly as poss ib le .

Thompson said the Sta t e ' s Hazardous Wast Fund, supported by fees on the
treatment and land disposal of hazardous wastes , will not provide enough dol lars

to meet the S t a t e ' s long-term needs.

-more-



AD 1
"If we are Co ensure chat our children and our future generation* have a

healthy environment and unspoiled drinking water, we must begin now to provide a
funding level that will determine which sites need cleanup and to minimize the
red tape that hampers speedy action."

The program's first step will involve the complete assessment of potentially
dangerous hazardous waste sites across the state, currently numbering 853. That
list could grow to as many as 1 ,000 sites with further examination. Preliminary
work already has been completed on 380 sites.

The Illinois Environmental Protection Agency estimates that as many as 10 per
cent of the hundreds of sites now being evaluated may need some form of cleanup
and that many of them will not be eligible for Superfund matching.

Thompson said some $2 million of the fund will be allocated for this
statewide assessment, which is to be completed by October 1985. Taking inventory
of sites needing cleanup will allow the state to identify new sites that will be
eligible for federal Superfund cleanup dollars and allow state-only cleanup sites
to be ranked and acted on under procedures recently adopted by the Illinois
Pollution Control Board.

The program also would work in cooperation with the Chemical Safety Research
Initiative, proposed earlier this year by the Governor to provide laboratories to
determine the toxicity of substances and conduct hazardous waste research.

The second step will be to use $17 million of the fund to begin action
quickly in FY 85 to clean up those sites already identified and provide a basis
for funding more projects during the following two years.

Thompson said the new dollars will enable the State to make maximum use of
federal Superfund money. Superfund, which is expected to be renewed in Congress
for another five years, requires a 10 per cent funding commitment from the State .

-more-



3. Fast-track construction starts for State funded cleanup projects - The
Illinois EPA has already identified 16 sites that are not eligible under
the federal program and over the next year will complete assessments on
even more. $8 million will be allocated for expeditious construction
starts for projects most ready to proceed. The following candidates are
listed for Fiscal Year 1985:
*Taylorville Landfill, Christian County
*LaMear Landfill, St. Clair County
*Dead Creek, St. Clair County

4. Maintain adequate contingency funds for emergency response and immediate
containment actions - Providing new general fund support for full-scale
cleanup projects will enable the State to maintain sufficient
"uncommitted" funds, principally from hazardous waste disposal fees, to
properly respond to emergency situations. In addition, these funds can be
used for interim containment actions to prevent imminent damage at sites
which require time-consuming study before final cleanup begins. Should
excess funds accumulate, these funds can be channeled into other site
cleanups resulting from the assessment process.

5. Enhance State 's protective system for groundwater - In large part, this
accelerated program to clean up hazardous waste sites is aimed at
providing protection for the State ' s groundwater resources which provide
drinking water for over 5.6 million people. While well water has
historically been considered safe for public use, an increasing number of
incidents of groundwater pollution illustrate the vulnerability of this
important resource. We must adequately monitor and assess the quality of
our groundwater to ensure that full protection is provided.
In FY 85, $600,000 will be appropriated to the EPA to establish a
Statewide network to monitor the quality of groundwater in Illinois and to
assess the data submitted by regulated facilities, which must sample
groundwater at their sites. In addition, $400,000 will be appropriated to
the Department of Energy and Natural Resources to enhance the Illinois
Water Inventory and Aquifer Assessment Programs.
These actions are consistent with the recently completed Illinois State
Water Plan, developed by a Task Force created by Governor Thompson in
1980. Under the State Water Plan, protection of underground water is
identified as a critical water management issue.

PROBLEM STATEMENT
Illinois is faced with major, long-term cleanup needs for abandoned hazardous
waste sites. Available resources are clearly inadequate to deal with present,
much less, future needs.
Present Cleanup Needs:

11 Illinois sites are listed on the federal Superfund list and thus
eligible for 90 per cent federal funding.
Nine more State sites will probably be listed this year.

-2-



Estimated total cleanup cost for currently listed sites is $46 million;
the State share will be at least $4.6 million. Over $40 million will be
needed for the new additions to the Superfund list, or about $4.0 million
more in State match.
16 more Illinois sites are in need of cleanup but are ineligible for
federal funds. Total cleanup costs will probably exceed $10 million for
these sites.
Revenue from State Hazardous Waste Fund for 1985-1990 is estimated to be
$5.8 million, barely enough to provide State matching funds for current
Superfund sites ~ and not enough for any additional Superfund sites, much
less those sites not eligible for Superfund.

Future Cleanup Needs;
Illinois EPA is evaluating 853 potential problem sites for Superfund or
State-only cleanup.
Up to 10 per cent of these sites may need some form of cleanup by the
State and/or the federal government.
Potential cost is difficult to estimate but will far exceed the cleanup
needs already confirmed.

BACKGROUND
Illinois historically has been a highly industrialized state. Beginning in
the late nineteenth century, large manufacturing centers, representing all
basic industries, have developed in various parts of the State. Every
manufacturing operation generates some potentially hazardous by-products from
the production of goods that we use every day. Metal finishing and
electroplating, petroleum refining, paint, automotive, plastics and
pharmaceutical manufacturing are among the industries in Illinois which
generate hazardous wastes. The agricultural industry also generates
potentially hazardous wastes through the use of fertilizers and pesticides.
With the post-World War II emergence of synthetic organic chemicals derived
from petroleum feed stocks, the production and use of toxic chemicals has
increased dramatically. Since 1940 the production of synthetic organic
chemicals have increased by over 300 per cent, and an estimated 2,000 new
chemicals are now synthesized and introduced into the environment each year.
Industries operated in the absence of comprehensive national environmental
regulation until the early 1970 ' s . Congressional passage of the Clean Air
Act, Clean Water Act and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act began an
era of national commitment to a clean and healthy environment. All of these
laws address the regulation of actively operating industries. As a result,
the country is generating less pollution and there has been a significant
enhancement of environmental quality. However, industrial practices prior to
national and state environmental regulation have left the country with
thousands of old, abandoned s ites, many of which are laced with chemicals that
threaten to contaminate the environment and may pose long term threats to
public health.

-3-



There are two programs designed to deal with the cleanup of hazardous waste
s ites: the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability
Act (Superfund), passed by Congress in 1980, and the Illinois Hazardous Waste
Fund.

SUPERFUND
Superfund authorizes the federal government to respond directly to releases of
hazardous substances and pollutants that may endanger public health or
welfare. Costs are covered by a $ 1 .6 billion fund, 86 per cent of which is
financed by taxes on the manufacture or import of certain chemicals and
petroleum, the remainder coming from general revenues. This fund is
reimbursable: the government can take legal action to recover its cleanup
costs from those subsequently identified as responsible for the release.
Anyone liable for a release who fails to take ordered actions is liable for
punitive damages equal to three tines the government's response costs.
Cleanup efforts by USEPA and states are guided by provisions of the National
Contingency Plan (NCP). The NCP identifies three types of responses for
incident involving hazardous substances:

Immediate removal, which requires prompt response to prevent immediate and
significant harm to human life, health or the environment.
Planned removal, which is needed when an expedited, but not necessarily
immediate, response is required.
Remedial action, which requires more time and money and is intended to
achieve a permanent solution. Prior to taking such action, two
preparatory steps must be completed: (Da Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study and (2) the Project Design. To be
eligible for a remedial action, a site must first be listed on the
National Priority List.

Before Superfund dollars can be spent to clean up a site, a state must provide
certain assurances to the federal government. First, the state must agree to
contribute at least 10 per cent of the actual long-term remedial cleanup costs
for each site if the property is privately owned. States are also responsible
for assuring that an ultimate disposal site is available, and are responsible
for site maintenance, if required, after six months.
National Priority List (NPL)
Superfund requires that a National Priority List be developed of at least 400
hazardous waste sites, which would then be candidates for remedial action.
Sites are identified from a variety of sources and evaluated for possible
inclusion on the NPL. Based on data collected in the evaluation, sites are
ranked using the Hazard Ranking System (MRS) .
The HRS is a mathematical model that takes into account the following cr i ter ia :

Possible risk to the population.
Hazard potential of substances at the site.
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Potential for contaminating drinking water supplies and other pathways
that affect human health.
Potential for destruction of sensitive ecosystems.

Sites are given priority based on scores obtained by the MRS.
At the present time, the Illinois EPA has identified 853 hazardous waste sites
which require cleanup. These Illinois sites are included on the USEPA's
national hazardous waste site inventory, known as the Emergency Remedial
Response Inventory System (ERRIS) . Attachment A is a map showing the number
of ERRIS sites in each county in Illinois. Current experience shows that as
many as 10 per cent of these sites may need some form of cleanup.
ERRIS is a system which is used to screen and rank all sites which may need
cleanup and use of federal Superfund money. Each site undergoes a Preliminary
Assessment which entails an analysis of existing data. If sufficient data is
available the site is scored using the Hazardous Ranking System. If further
data is needed a Site Investigation is conducted. This typically includes
on-site sampling of soils, groundwater, surface waters, and wastes.
Information from this effort is then used to score the site.
Once scored using the HRS, the site is nominated by Illinois EPA for placement
on the NPL, which represents the worst sites in the State and nation. It is
this list (a subset of the national inventory) that guides which state sites
will be cleaned up using federal Superfund money. Currently, a numerical
score of 28 .5 points ( 100 point scale) is needed for placement on the NPL.
Illinois Sites on the National Priority List
In December 1981, the Illinois EPA identified and proposed to USEPA the
listing of 27 Illinois sites on the NPL. Eleven of these were placed on the
NPL. Nine additional sites have been recently proposed. Attachment B
provides a summary listing of these sites.
Since December 1981, substantial progress has been made towards the ultimate
cleanup of the 11 sites. Four are being cleaned up by private parties and
seven with use of federal Superfund and State Hazardous Waste Fund monies.
The status of each project is summarized as follows:

A & F Materials, Greenup - A partial consent decree has been negotiated
with four responsible generators who are proceeding with immediate site
remediation, design and construction. Surface cleanup to be completed by
December 15, 1984 with total site cleanup done by July, 1985.
Wauconda Sand & Gravel, Wauconda - USEPA has completed the Remedial
Investigations. The Feasibility Study is near completion and design work
will start in early 1985 .
Velsicol Chemical Corp. , Marshall - The company has completed a project to
solidify waste in their lagoons and has designed a groundwater protection
system. A settlement agreement is being negotiated.
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LaSalle Electric Utilities. LaSalle - Feasibility studies for cleanup are
underway with design to be initiated early in 1965 and construction in
late 1985.
Cross Brothers, Pembroke - Feasibility studies are complete with design
and construction to be initiated in 1985.
Johns Manville Corp.. Waukegan - Consent decree negotiations are underway
and will result in a voluntary cleanup.
Koppera Co.. Calesburg - Consent decree negotiations are underway and will
result in a voluntary cleanup.
Byron Salvage Yard, Byron - Feasibility studies have been completed.
Design work to implement the selected cleanup option will be completed
this year with construction to begin in early 1985.
Acme Solvents Co. , Morristown - Remedial investigation and feasibility
study will be completed this year with design and construction starting in
1985.
Belvidere Municipal Landfill No. 1. Belvidere - Remedial investigations
and Feasibility studies will be initiated in Fall 1984 with design and
construction efforts to follow in 1985.
Outboard Marine Corp., Waukegan - Feasibility studies have been completed
and design work will be initiated by USEPA in Fall 1984 with construction
to begin in mid-1985.

STATE HAZARDOUS WASTE FUND
The other source of funding for hazardous waste cleanup operations in Illinois
is the Hazardous Waste Fund. Created by legislation in 1979, the Fund is used
to finance necessary corrective and preventive measures to reduce immediate or
long-term dangers to public health and the environment from hazardous wastes.
The Illinois EPA began collecting the fees in January of 1980. Operators of
hazardous waste disposal sites were assessed 1-cent per gallon for hazardous
wastes they received.
In 1983 legislation was adopted (P.A. 83*983) which raised the disposal fee to
3 cents per gallon and assessed the fee against on-site hazardous waste
disposers up to a limit of $ 10 ,000. It also assessed a fee ranging from
$2,000 to $9,000 for hazardous waste underground injection wells and 1 cent
per gallon for hazardous waste treatment faci l it ies.
In addition to increasing hazardous waste fees, the law made substantive
changes in the law related to the Hazardous Waste Fund:

*The Illinois EPA was designated the Sta t e ' s implementing agency for
purposes of the federal Superfund program and was authorized to use the
Hazardous Waste Fund as Superfund match.
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*The General Assembly also created a framework for an Illinois
"Superfund". The Pollution Control Board was directed to adopt a
contingency plan similar to USEPA's National Contingency Plan to guide the
State ' s cleanup program. The Illinois EPA was authorized to carry out
removal actions and to notify persons liable for the release of hazardous
substances giving them an opportunity to respond. The law also
established liability for releases of hazardous substances, including the
potential for treble damages in a case where the responsible party has had
an opportunity to respond but has not. Money recovered by the State under
these new provisions is to be deposited in the Hazardous Waste Fund.

Receipts from the original hazardous waste fee averaged about 1330,000 per
year. The new fee system, which became effective the first quarter of 1984,
is projected to generate approximately $1 .3 million per year. However under
existing law, the landfilling of hazardous waste will be prohibited after
January 1, 1987, unless it can be demonstrated that there is no economically
reasonable or technologicially feasible alternative available. This provision
will result in a substantial decrease in the volume of hazardous waste
disposed of in landfills, with an equivalent decrease in hazardous waste fund
revenues. The Illinois EPA estimates that annual fund revenues will drop to
around $600,000 per year.
To date about $1 million from the Hazardous Waste Fund has been spent for
state match for federal Superfund projects, emergency response and containment
actions, and state site cleanup. The following table summarizes the past
operation and future projections for the Fund:

Summary of Hazardous Waste Fund

Fiscal Year Fee Revenues
Expenditures

and Obligations
Available
Balance

Current Funds
1981
1982
1983
1984

272 ,949
305,745
208 ,736
525 ,370

24,884
15,811

732,301
158 ,542

248,065
537,999
14,434

381 ,262

Projected Funds
Carryover
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990

381 ,262
1 ,300 ,000
1 ,300,000
1 ,000,000

600,000
600,000
600.000

$ 5 , 7 8 1 , 2 6 2
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The Fund simply will not provide • sufficient flow of revenue Co meet the
State ' s immediate and long-term cleanup needs. The State has 11 sites
eligible for Superfund. Four of these sites are now in the process of
being cleaned up by private parties. Seven are in need of government
cleanup at a cost of approximately £46 million — $4.6 million of which
must be provided by the State. Most of the State's Hazardous Waste Fund
revenue generated between FY 1985 and FY 1990 will be needed just to
provide State match for these seven projects. This leaves largely
unaddressed:

New Superfund sites, which may total as many as 30 after the Illinois
EPA finishes its survey of potential problem sites.
Sites which do not qualify for Superfund. and which need some form of
cleanup to protect the environment and public health.
Significant emer ency cleanup situations which could easily occur in
future years.

***



HAZARDOUS WASTE AND CHEMICAL SAFETY:
THE THOMPSON LEGISLATIVE RECORD

A series of legislative initiatives proposed and supported by the
Thompson Administration over the last several years have strengthed
Illinois' regulatory program for hazardous waste management and for
dealing with toxic substances in the environment.
* 1979 amendments (HB 453) provided:

Basic statutory authority for the Illinois EPA to assume delegation
of the hazardous waste program under the federal Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act.
Authority for the Pollution Control Board to set standards for
post-closure care of disposal sites.

. Financial responsibility requirements for operators of disposal sites.

. Restrictions on the location of new disposal sites.
A fee system for the disposal of hazardous waste to create an
emergency cleanup fund.

*Also in 1979, legislation was enacted which prohibits the disposal of
hazardous hospital waste in any landfill (HB 1919) .
*1980 amendments (HB 3365, HB3366) were proposed by Governor Thompson to
build on the existing regulatory framework. In his special hazardous
waste message to the General Assembly, the Governor outlined the
following proposals which were then enacted in the spring of 1980:

Authority to restrict future uses of hazardous waste disposal sites.
. A Class 4 felony penalty for illegal dumping of hazardous wastes.

A new Hazardous Waste Research Fund to allow the Department of Energy
and Natural Resources to examine alternatives to land burial of
wastes.
Authority to prohibit by regulation the land burial of specific
categories of hazardous wastes.
Low interest financing under the Environmental Facilities Financing
Act for processes which reduce the volume of hazardous waste produced.

*1981 amendments (SB 875 ) offered by the Administration made statutory
changes required for Illinois to qualify for delegation of the federal
hazardous waste program. The bill modified the statutory definition of
hazardous waste, strengthened penalties for hazardous waste violations,
and set up an expedited rulemaking process for hazardous waste
regulations.

s I', .V



AD 2
Thompson said Illinois now has 11 sites eligible for Superfund — four of then

now in the process of being cleaned up by responsible parties. Seven are in need
of government cleanup at a cost of about $45 .9 million ($4.5 million provided by
the state . )

While the current fee system is now helping fund the state's 10 per cent match
on several Superfund projects, he said, it will not cover all expected Superfund
projects. In fact, revenue from fees will drop dramatically after 1987, when the
Administration-backed law banning the land disposal of hazardous wastes takes
effect.

The State already has discovered 16 sites not covered by the current Superfund
program and is expected to discover even more — potential cleanup projects that
the current fee-generated revenue will not be able to adequately fund in the
coming years.

Thompson said the State also will be able to clean up projects that do not
qualify for federal money, therefore requiring full state funding, and enable
action to be taken more quickly by the State in emergency situations.

The final portion of the program involves monitoring of groundwater across the
state.

In FY 85, $600,000 will be appropriated to the State EPA to establish a
statewide network to monitor the quality of Illinois groundwater and assess the
quality of water samples regulated facilities are required to submit.

Another $400,000 will be appropriated by the Department of Energy and Natural
Resources to improve the Illinois Water Inventory and Aquifer Assessment Programs.

"In large part, accelerating our program to clean up hazardous waste s ices is
aimed at providing protection for our valuable groundwater resources," Thompson
said. "Groundwater provides about half of our Sta t e ' s c i t i zens with drinking

water. While it historical ly has been safe, there have been an increasing number
of documented instances of groundwater pollution. It is a fragile but important
na tura 1



THE THOMPSON PROPOSAL

Governor Thompson propose* to dedicate $20 million beginning in FY 85 for
support of a three-year effort to develop an expanded program for cleanup and
protection from hazardous waste sites. Setting aside this advance funding
will serve notice that the cleanup program in Illinois is going to move ahead
at an accelerated pace. This effort is composed of five major elements:
1. Complete the critical task of characterizing cleanup needs in Illinois by

October 1985 - The Illinois EPA is currently evaluating 853 sites
suspected of being environmental problems. Preliminary work has been done
on 380 sites. An evaluation of each remaining site must be completed to
establish a clear picture of the State's long-term cleanup needs and
target those sites posing the greatest environmental and public health
threat. This also will enable the State to identify new sites that will
be eligible for federal Superfund cleanup and other sites that must be
financed entirely with State funds. State sites will be ranked and
addressed under procedures adopted by the Illinois Pollution Control Board
that are similar to federal guidelines under Superfund. Under these
rules, the Illinois EPA will soon be proposing a state priority list of
hazardous waste sites. $2 million will be allocated to speedup and
complete this process and to provide the Illinois EPA with sufficient
staff and laboratory resources to manage a comprehensive cleanup program.
In addition, in his State of the State Initiative, the Governor announced
a $2. 1 million program for increased research and testing of toxic
chemicals and hazardous wastes. The Department of Energy and Natural
Resources will expand its hazardous waste research program to study
disposal practices and disposal sites. In addition, it will conduct
problem solving research. Finally, the Department will establish a
program to assist industry in siting and waste reduction.
Simultaneously, the Illinois EPA will begin the development of toxicity
testing involving both centralized and mobile laboratories. The toxicity
tests will evaluate the potential ill effects for humans and the
environment of chemical substances in our society. The new tests will
assist in such activities as the awarding of permits, emergency response,
the assessment of toxic hot spots and hazardous substance clean-up.

2. Provide State matching funds for the Federal Superfund Program - The State
has 11 sites currently eligible for Superfund. Four of these sites are
now in the process of being cleaned up by private parties. Seven are
still in need of government cleanup at a cost of about $46 million —
$4.6 million of which must be provided by the State. Even more State
matching funds will be needed if design and construction bids result in
increased project costs. Nine new sites have been nominated for Superfund
listing this year. The Illinois EPA estimates that when its statewide
assessment of potential sites is completed, as many as 30 more sites will
be listed. Therefore, a total of $9 million will be reserved for these
projects to ensure that Illinois receives the maximum amount of federal
Superfund assistance.



*In 1981, the Thompson Administration supported bill* to:
Prohibit land burial of hazardous waste*, if alternative technology
is available, after January 1, 1987 (SB 171 ) .
Allow for local government approval of all new waste disposal sites
(SB 172) .

*Governor Thompson signed bills in 1983 which restructured and
strengthened the State's criminal penalties for hazardous waste
violations (MB 2171 ) , authorized revenue bonding to finance hazardous
waste treatment facilities (HB 1054) and prohibited the disposal of
liquid hazardous waste after July 1, 1984, unless it can be demonstrated
to Illinois EPA that no reasonable alternative exists (HB 1054).
*A comprehensive set of amendments was enacted in 1983 which dealt
primarily with the State'a hazardous waste cleanup program. SB 143
contained the following provisions:

Hazardous Haste Fund fees effective January 1, 1984: 3 cents for
disposal sites; 1 cent for treatment sites; $2,000, $5,000, or $9,000
for underground injection wells. Fees to be suspended when balance
reaches $10 million. 80 per cent of fee revenue to be used for
Superfund projects. 7/8 of fees to the Hazardous Waste Fund: 1/8 to
the Research Fund. The Hazardous Haste Fund may be used for
Superfund match.
A board to adopt national contingency plan to govern cleanup
responses.
Liability for release spelled out. Money recovered to be returned to
the Hazardous Haste Fund.

*The Illinois Employee Right to Know Act, approved in 1983, requires
employers to label containers of toxic substances used in the workplace
and provide information to employees about the properties of the
substances.
*In 1983 Governor Thompson proposed the establishment of an Office of
Chemical Safety in the Illinois EPA to coordinate Agency programs and
work with other agencies to meet potential problems of toxic substances
in the environment. The General Assembly approved funding of the Office
beginning in Fiscal Year 1984.
*As part of his Fiscal Year 1985 budget request, the Governor has
proposed a Chemical Safety Research initiative to further develop the
State 's chemical safety program by addressing the need for more
information and understanding of the complex issues surrounding the
presence of toxics in the environment. As part of the Initiative:

The EPA will begin the development of a toxicity testing capability
to help evaluate the potential ill-effects on humans and the
environment of chemical substances.
The Department of Energy and Natural Resources will set up a
Hazardous Waste Research and Information Center to work with other
state agencies, local governments and industry on hazardous waste
economic and policy issues, including recycling and reduction of
wastes, education and technical assistance and siting needs.
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Atta chmen t B ILLINOIS CLEANUP SITES
NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST (NPL) SITES

1 . A. & F. Materials. Greenup *HRS 55 .5PCB' s contaminating Embarras River and groundwater fromoverflowing waste oil lag'oons.
2. Wauconda Sand & Gravel , Wauconda MRS 5 3 . 4Closed landfi l l leaching chemicals into groundwater. Onewell known to be contaminated.
3. Vels ico l Chemical Corp . , Marshall HRS 48 .7Chlordane pesticide leaching from holding lagoons-andcontaminating groundwater.
4. Outboard Marine Corp. (Waukegan Harbor), Waukegan HRS 42 .8PCB contamination of Waukegan Harbor and plant grounds ofOMC.

• 5. Cross Brothers Pai l Recycling Site, Pembroke HRS 42 .0Chemical wastes dumped on the ground during drum recycling,leaching into groundwater and contaminating two wells.
6. Johns-Manvi l le Corp . , Waukegan HRS 38 .8Asbestos waste pi le along shores of Lake Michigan as residueof manufacturing processes.
7. Koppers C o . , Galesburg HRS 3 4 . 7Chemical wastes from holding lagoon contaminating groundwater.Firm has been treating railroad ties for 75 years.
8. Byron Salvage Yard. Byron HRS 3 3 . 9Cyanide and toxic metals leaching contaminants into ground-water and nearby stream.
9. ACME Solvents C o . . Morristown HRS 3 1 . 9Drums of chemicals ordered removed were buried and some areleak ing . Some wel ls in the area have been closed becauseof contaminat ion .

10 . LaSa l l e Electr i c Ut i l i t i e s , LaSal le HRS 3 0 . 9PCB laden waste oil from capacitor manufacturing used tospray park ing lots for dust control contaminat ing groundwater .
1 1 . Be lv idere Mun i c i p a l Landf i l l ? 1 , Belv idere HRS 2 8 . 5PCB and other chemical wastes l each ing from improperlycovered s ite posing threat to groundwater.

*HRS refers to the U.S EPA Hazard Ranking System used to set priorities
for site cleanup.
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PROPOSED NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST SITES
12. Sangamo Dump. Crab Orchard Lake HRS 59.09An abandoned on-site dump at which PCB ' s , lead, dioxin andfurans have been found. Some contamination has beendiscovered in lake bottom sediments.
13. Petersen Sand & Gravel. Libertyville HRS 44 . 16A former sand and gravel pit from which several hundreddrums of hazardous wastes have been removed thus far.
14. Kerr-McGee Reed-Keppler Park, West Chicago HRS 4 1 . 4Radioactive waste's deposited in former quarry that isnow a city park.
15. Page! 's Pit , New Mil ford HRS 40 .7Formerly a sand and gravel pit prior to its licensing in1972 this asphalt line sanitary landfill has hadhazardous substances detected in monitoring andresidential wells near the facility.
16. U. S. Ecology. Sheffield HRS 39.44Once Ill inois' largest hazardous waste disposal site atwhich contamination has been detected in numerous monitoringwells at the site.
17. Kerr-McGee, Sewage Treatment Plant Site, West Chicago HRS 36.8Formerly a dump for radioactive waste, the City of WestChicago discovered high levels of radioactivity duringconstruction at their sewage treatment plant.
18. Taracorp, Granite City HRS 35 .75Piles of lead wastes from a battery recycling operationcaus ing air and soil contamination.
19. Kerr-McGee Resident ia l Areas, West Chicago HRS 34 .7Several city blocks in a residential area near the closed

Kerr-McGee plant are contaminated with radioact ive materials .
20. McWhorter Chemica l , Carpentersv i l le HRS 28 .5A dump site from 1908- 1945 , this site is suspected of

leaching contaminants into the groundwater.
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21. toppers Co. . Carbondale MRS 15.1Groundwater contamination by chemicals from railroadtie treating operations.
22. Hopkins Chemical Co. . Atlanta HRS 23 .99A facility manufacturing agricultural pesticides whichhave contaminated plant, surrounding grounds andgroundwater.
23. Taylorvi l le Landfi l l . Taylorville HRS 21 .2Exposed wastes leaching into a floodplain.
24. Luminous Processes, Ottawa HRS 20.7Radioactive material in a closed radium watch dialfactory building.
25. Dead Creek. Cahokia HRS 18.4A 40 year dumping ground for a variety of wastes with ahistory of causing animal skin burns. Tests indicatehigh levels of PCB's and other hazardous wastes.
/26. U. S. Drum. Chicago 'j w, U*->7 *t ^ /tfr (.'/}£*, »sr -jC^'&yi HRS 18.01

Once a solvent recovery operation .unrecoverable wasteswere dumped on the ground contaminating ground andsurface waters.
27. Brpckman #1 , Ottawa HRS 15.1Hazardous wastes buried at the site are leaching intothe groundwater.
28. Calumet Container Corp . . Hammond-Chicagq HRS 10.71Chemical wastes leaching into ground from drum recyclingoperation.
29. LaMear Landfi l l . Fairmont City HRS 10.3Abandoned drums along the Cahok ia Canal that containphenols.
30. Steagel Landf i l l . Galesburg HRS 8.7A pr ivate landf i l l which accepted hazardous wastes until itsclosure in 1974. Wastes are presently leaching into anearby stream.
31 . New Jersey Z i n c . DePue HRS 8 .6A 15- a c r e p i l e of ta i l i ngs from z inc process ing plantl each ing into a ditch that drains into Lake DePue.
22. Monsanto Chem i ca l Disposa l S i t e . Sauget HRS 7.2

Clos ed toxic waste disposal site leaching chemicals intothe M i s s i s s i p p i River .
33. U . £ . Scrap, Chicago HRS 5.9

An abandoned site containing a large number of drums ofchemical wastes .



34. Modern Plating Co . . Freeport HRS 5.3Lagoons filled with plat ing sludges leaching into thePecatonica River and contaminating groundwater.
35. Peoples Avenue Landfi l l , Rockford HRS 5.3Industrial wastes leaching into groundwater forcingabandonment of municipal we l l s .
>36. Paxton Landfill *1, Chicago HRS 3.2Closed landfi l l-that once accepted large amounts ofl iquid hazardous wastes now contaminating groundwaterand Lake Calumet.
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.HE^GOVERNOR

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 217-782-7355
SPRINGFIELD, 111 . , June 26—Governor James R. Thompson and Che leaders of the

House and Senate proposed the most ambitious hazardous waste cleanup program in
Illinois history Tuesday, a $20 million state-funded attack on abandoned
hazardous waste sites across the state.

The Governor commended House Speaker Michael Madigan of Chicago, Senate
President Philip Rock of Oak Park, House Republican Leader Lee Daniels and Senate
Republican Leader Pate Philip, both of Elmhurst, for agreeing to sponsor the
appropriations.

As part of this three-year "Clean Illinois" program, the Governor has
proposed allocating $2 million to speed up an inventory of potential danger
spots, $17 million for actual cleanup and $1 million to begin monitoring the
quality of groundwater in Illinois in Fiscal Year 1985.

"Over the past several years, we have made great strides to ensure the proper
management of hazardous wastes," the Governor said. "But it isn't enough. While
these programs have concentrated on the prevention of future problems, we must
come to grips with the legacy of our industrial past — the dozens of landfills
and industrial sites where hazardous wastes were dumped before environmental
regulations came into effect."

Thompson said the State will proceed on three specific sites in Fiscal Year
1985 — Taylorville Landfill in Christian County, LeMear Landfill in St. Clair
County and Dead Creek in St. Clair County. These will be the first steps in an
effort to have the program aggressively deal with sites as quickly as possible.

Thompson said the Sta te ' s Hazardous Wast Fund, supported by fees on the
treatment and land disposal of hazardous wastes , will not provide enough dollars

to meet the Sta t e ' s long-term needs.

-more-
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Thompson said Illinois now has 11 sites eligible for Superfund — four of them

now in the process of being cleaned up by responsible parties. Seven are in need
of government cleanup at a cost of about $45.9 million ($4.5 million provided by
the state.)

While the current fee system is now helping fund the state's 10 per cent match
on several Superfund projects, he said, it will not cover all expected Superfund
projects. In fact, revenue from fees will drop dramatically after 1987, when the
Administration-backed law banning the land disposal of hazardous wastes takes
effect. *

The State already has discovered 16 sites not covered by the current Superfund
program and is expected to discover even more — potential cleanup projects that
the current fee-generated revenue will not be able to adequately fund in the
coming years.

Thompson said the State also will be able to clean up projects that do not
qualify for federal money, therefore requiring full state funding, and enable
action to be taken more quickly by the State in emergency situations.

The final portion of the program involves monitoring of groundwater across the
state.

In FY 85, $600,000 will be appropriated to the State EPA to establish a
statewide network to monitor the quality of Illinois groundwater and assess the
quality of water samples regulated facilities are required to submit.

Another $400,000 will be appropriated by the Department of Energy and Natural
Resources to improve the Illinois Water Inventory and Aquifer Assessment Programs.

"In large part, accelerating our program to clean up hazardous waste sites is
aimed at providing protection for our valuable groundwater resources," Thompson
said. "Groundwater provides about half of our State ' s citizens with drinking

water. While it historically has been safe, there have been an increasing number
of documented instances of groundwater pollution. It is a fragile but important



3. Fast-track construction starts for State funded cleanup projects - The
Illinois EPA has already identified 16 sites that are not eligible under
the federal program and over the next year vill complete assessments on
even more. $8 million will be allocated for expeditious construction
starts for projects most ready to proceed. The following candidates are
listed for Fiscal Year 1985:
*Taylorville Landfill, Christian County
*LaMear Landfill, St. Clair County
*Dead Creek, St. Clair County

4. Maintain adequate contingency funds for emergency response and immediate
containment actions - Providing new general fund support for full-scale
cleanup projects will enable the State to maintain sufficient
"uncommitted" funds, principally from hazardous waste disposal fees, to
properly respond to emergency situations. In addition, these funds can be
used for interim containment actions to prevent imminent damage at sites
which require time-consuming study before final cleanup begins. Should
excess funds accumulate, these funds can be channeled into other site
cleanups resulting from the assessment process.

5. Enhance State 's protective system for groundwater - In large part, this
accelerated program to clean up hazardous waste sites is aimed at
providing protection for the State 's groundwater resources which provide
drinking water for over 5.6 million people. While well water has
historically been considered safe for public use, an increasing number of
incidents of groundwater pollution illustrate the vulnerability of this
important resource. We must adequately monitor and assess the quality of
our groundwater to ensure that full protection is provided.
In FY 85, $600,000 will be appropriated to the EPA to establish a
Statewide network to monitor the quality of groundwater in Illinois and to
assess the data submitted by regulated facilities, which must sample
groundwater at their sites. In addition, $400,000 will be appropriated to
the Department of Energy and Natural Resources to enhance the Illinois
Water Inventory and Aquifer Assessment Programs.
These actions are consistent with the recently completed Illinois State
Water Plan, developed by a Task Force created by Governor Thompson in
1980. Under the State Water Plan, protection of underground water is
identified as a critical water management issue.

PROBLEM STATEMENT
Illinois is faced with major, long-term cleanup needs for abandoned hazardous
waste sites. Available resources are clearly inadequate to deal with present,
much less, future needs.
Present Cleanup Needs:

11 Illinois sites are listed on the federal Superfund list and thus
eligible for 90 per cent federal funding.
Nine more State sites will probably be listed this year.

-2-



There are two programs designed to deal with the cleanup of hazardous waste
sites: the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability
Act (Superfund), passed by Congress in 1980, and the Illinois Hazardous Waste
Fund.

SUPERFUND

Superfund authorizes the federal government to respond directly to releases of
hazardous substances and pollutants that may endanger public health or
welfare. Costs are covered by a $1 .6 billion fund, 86 per cent of which is
financed by taxes on the manufacture or import of certain chemicals and
petroleum, the remainder coming from general revenues. This fund is
reimbursable: the government can take legal action to recover its cleanup
costs from those subsequently identified as responsible for the release.
Anyone liable for a release who fails to take ordered actions is liable for
punitive damages equal to three times the government's response costs.
Cleanup efforts by USEPA and states are guided by provisions of the National
Contingency Plan (NCP). The NCP identifies three types of responses for
incident involving hazardous substances:

Immediate removal, which requires prompt response to prevent immediate and
significant harm to human life, health or the environment.
Planned removal, which is needed when an expedited, but not necessarily
immediate, response is required.
Remedial action, which requires more time and money and is intended to
achieve a permanent solution. Prior to taking such action, two
preparatory steps must be completed: (Da Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study and (2) the Project Design. To be
eligible for a remedial action, a site must first be listed on the
National Priority List.

Before Superfund dollars can be spent to clean up a site, a state must provide
certain assurances to the federal government. First, the state must agree to
contribute at least 10 per cent of the actual long-term remedial cleanup costs
for each site if the property is privately owned. States are also responsible
for assuring that an ultimate disposal site is available, and are responsible
for site maintenance, if required, after six months.
National Priority List (NPL)
Superfund requires that a National Priority List be developed of at least 400
hazardous waste sites, which would then be candidates for remedial action.
Sites are identified from a variety of sources and evaluated for possible
inclusion on the NPL. Based on data collected in the evaluation, sites are
ranked using the Hazard Ranking System (HRS).
The HRS is a mathematical model that takes into account the following cr iter ia:

Possible risk to the population.
Hazard potential of substances at the site.

-A-



LaSalle Electric Utilities, LaSalle - Feasibility studies for cleanup are
underway with design to be initiated early in 1985 and construction in
late 1985.
Cross Brothers, Pembroke - Feasibility studies are complete with design
and construction to be initiated in 1985.
Johns Manville Corp.. Waukegan - Consent decree negotiations are underway
and will result in a voluntary cleanup.
Koppers Co., Galesburg - Consent decree negotiations are underway and will
result in a voluntary cleanup.
Byron Salvage Yard, Byron - Feasibility studies have been completed.
Design work to implement the selected cleanup option will be completed
this year with construction to begin in early 1985.
Acme Solvents Co., Morristown - Remedial investigation and feasibility
study will be completed this year with design and construction starting in
1985.
Belvidere Municipal Landfill No. 1, Belvidere -Remedial investigations
and Feasibility studies will be initiated in Fall 1984 with design and
construction efforts to follow in 1985.
Outboard Marine Corp., Waukegan - Feasibility studies have been completed
and design work will be initiated by USEPA in Fall 1984 with construction
to begin in mid-1985.

STATE HAZARDOUS WASTE FUND
The other source of funding for hazardous waste cleanup operations in Illinois
is the Hazardous Waste Fund. Created by legislation in 1979, the Fund is used
to finance necessary corrective and preventive measures to reduce immediate or
long-term dangers to public health and the environment from hazardous wastes.
The Illinois EPA began collecting the fees in January of 1980. Operators of
hazardous waste disposal sites were assessed 1-cent per gallon for hazardous
wastes they received.
In 1983 legislation was adopted (P .A. 83-983) which raised the disposal fee to
3 cents per gallon and assessed the fee against on-site hazardous waste
disposers up to a limit of $10,000. It also assessed a fee ranging from
$2,000 to $9,000 for hazardous waste underground injection wells and 1 cent
per gallon for hazardous waste treatment facilities.
In addition to increasing hazardous waste fees, the law made substantive
changes in the law related to the Hazardous Waste Fund:

*The Illinois EPA was designated the State ' s implementing agency for
purposes of the federal Superfund program and was authorized to use the
Hazardous Waste Fund as Superfund match.

-6-



The Fund simply will noC provide a sufficient flow of revenue Co meet the
State's immediate and long-term cleanup needs. The State has 11 sites
eligible for Superfund. Four of these sites are now in the proceas of
being cleaned up by private parties. Seven are in need of government
cleanup at a coat of approximately $46 million — $4.6 million of which
must be provided by the State. Most of the State's Hazardous Waste Fund
revenue generated between FY 1985 and FY 1990 will be needed just to
provide State match for these seven projects. This leaves largely
unaddreased:

New Superfund sites, which may total aa many as 30 after the Illinois
EPA finishes its survey of potential problem sites.
Sites which do not qualify for Superfund. and which need some form of
cleanup to protect the environment and public health.
Significant emer ency cleanup situations which could easily occur in
future years.

***
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A. Contractor:

B. Contract Number:

WDPK ASSIGNMENT

CH2M Hill
1941 Roland Clarke Place
Reston, VA 22091
68-01-6692

RECEIVED
JUL -31984

CH2M HILL/WDC

,«S

C. SITE/TITLE: JOWIS MANVILLE, IL
D. Assignment Number: 07.5VA5.0
E. Statement of Work:
P. Level of Effort (Work hours): 60
G. Period of Performance: 1 MONTH
Contracting Officer: Dorothy Tyler Phone: 382-3199Environmental Protection Agency (PM-214-F)

401 M Street, S.W.
Washington, D«Q. 20460

Contracting Officer Approval Date

Project Officer; Paul Nadeau Phone: 382-2339

Signature

Environmental Protection Agency (WH-548E)
401 M Street, S.W.

/Washington, D.C. 20460
jP \y4iJ J?s Date

Deputy Project Officer: Nancy Willis Phone: 382-2339Environmental Protection Agency (WH-548E)
401 M Street, S.W.Washington, D.C. 20460

Headquarters Contact
Tony Diecidue
EPA (WH-548E)
401 M Street, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20460
Phone: ^382-4632

Regional Site Project Officer

Signature^
Date
Ton Sheckells, Chief, Remedial Action Branch



*In 1981, the Thompson Administration supported bills to:
Prohibit land burial of hazardous wastes, if alternative technology
is available, after January 1, 1987 (SB 171) .
Allow for local government approval of all new waste disposal sites
(SB 172).

*Govemor Thompson signed bills in 1983 which restructured and
strengthened the State's criminal penalties for hazardous waste
violations (HB 2171 ) , authorized revenue bonding to finance hazardous
waste treatment facilities (HB 1054) and prohibited the disposal of
liquid hazardous waste after July 1, 1984, unless it can be demonstrated
to Illinois EPA that no reasonable alternative exists (HB 1054).
*A comprehensive set of amendments was enacted in 1983 which dealt
primarily with the State's hazardous waste cleanup program. SB 143
contained the following provisions:

Hazardous Waste Fund fees effective January 1, 1984: 3 cents for
disposal sites; 1 cent for treatment sites; $2,000, $5,000, or $9,000
for underground injection wells. Fees to be suspended when balance
reaches $10 million. 80 per cent of fee revenue to be used for
Superfund projects. 7/8 of fees to the Hazardous Waste Fund: 1/8 to
the Research Fund. The Hazardous Waste Fund may be used for
Superfund match.
A board to adopt national contingency plan to govern cleanup
responses.
Liability for release spelled out. Money recovered to be returned to
the Hazardous Waste Fund.

*The Illinois Employee Right to Know Act, approved in 1983, requires
employers to label containers of toxic substances used in the workplace
and provide information to employees about the properties of the
substances.
*In 1983 Governor Thompson proposed the establishment of an Office of
Chemical Safety in the Illinois EPA to coordinate Agency programs and
work with other agencies to meet potential problems of toxic substances
in the environment. The General Assembly approved funding of the Office
beginning in Fiscal Year 1984.
*As part of his Fiscal Year 1985 budget request, the Governor has
proposed a Chemical Safety Research initiative to further develop the
State 's chemical safety program by addressing the need for more
information and understanding of the complex issues surrounding the
presence of toxics in the environment. As part of the Initiative:

The EPA will begin the development of a toxicity testing capability
to help evaluate the potential ill-effects on humans and the
environment of chemical substances.
The Department of Energy and Natural Resources will set up a
Hazardous Waste Research and Information Center to work with other
state agencies, local governments and industry on hazardous waste
economic and policy issues, including recycling and reduction of



Attachment B ILLINOIS CLEANUP SITES
NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST (NPL) SITES

1. A. & F. Materials, Greenup *HRS 55.5PCB's contaminating Embarras River and groundwater fromoverflowing waste oil lagoons.
2. Wauconda Sand & Gravel, Wauconda MRS 53.4Closed landfill leaching chemicals into groundwater. Onewell known to be contaminated.
3. Velsicol Chemical Corp., Marshall HRS 4B.7Chlordane pesticide leaching from holding lagoons-andcontaminating groundwater.
4. Outboard Marine Corp. (Waukegan Harbor). Waukeqan HRS 42.8PCB contamination of Waukegan Harbor and plant grounds ofOMC.

• 5. Cross Brothers Pail Recycling Site, Pembroke HRS 42.0^Chemical wastes dumped on the ground during drum recycling,leaching into groundwater and contaminating two wells.
6. Johns-Manville Corp., Waukegan HRS 38.8Asbestos waste pile along shores of Lake Michigan as residueof manufacturing processes.
7. Koppers Co . , Galesburg HRS 34 .7Chemical wastes from holding lagoon contaminating groundwater.Firm has been treating railroad ties for 75 years.
8. Byron Salvage Yard. Byron HRS 33 .9Cyanide and toxic metals leaching contaminants into ground-water and nearby stream.
9. ACME Solvents Co . , Morristown HRS 3 1 . 9Drums of chemicals ordered removed were buried and some areleaking. Some wells in the area have been closed becauseof contamination.

10. LaSal le Electric Util it ies, LaSal le HRS 3 0 . 9PCB laden waste oil from capacitor manufacturing used to
spray parking lots for dust control contaminating groundwater.

1 1 . Belvidere Municipal Landfil l # 1 , Belvidere HRS 28 .5PCB and other chemical wastes leach ing from improperlycovered site posing threat to groundwater.

*HRS refers to the U.S EPA Hazard Ranking System used to set priorities
for site cleanup.



S iMi t , Mita ntbUlNtj CLEANUP

21. Koppers Co . . Carbondale HRS 15 . 1Groundwater contamination by chemicals from railroadtie treating operations.
22. Hopkins Chemical Co . , Atlanta HRS 23 .99A facility manufacturing agricultural pesticides whichhave contaminated plant, surrounding grounds andgroundwater.
23. Taylorville Landfi l l . Taylorville HRS 21. 2Exposed wastes leaching into a floodplain.
24. Luminous Processes. Ottawa HRS 20 .7Radioactive material in a closed radium watch dialfactory building.
25. Dead Creek. Cahokia HRS 18 .4A 40 year dumping ground for a variety of wastes with ahistory of causing animal skin burns. Tests indicatehigh levels of PCB' s and other hazardous wastes.

- JU. S. Drum. Chicago 'J /**< &'->? f, ** £+•**-<" - jyi HRS -\ 8 1 01Once a solvent recovery operation .unrecoverable wasteswere dumped on the ground contaminating ground andsurface waters.
27. Brockman #1 , Ottawa HRS 15 . 1Hazardous wastes buried at the site are leaching intothe groundwater.
28. Calumet Container Corp. , Hammond -Chicago HRS 1 0 . 7 1Chemical wastes leaching into ground from drum recyclingoperation.
29. LaMear Landfi l l . Fairmont City HRS 1 0 . 3Abandoned drums along the Cahokia Canal that containphenols.
30. Steagel Landf i l l . Gal esburg HRS 8.7A private landfi l l which accepted hazardous wastes until itsclosure in 1974 . Wastes are presently leaching into anearby stream.
31 . New Jersey Z in c , DePue HRS 8.6A 15-a c r e p i l e of ta i l i ngs from zinc process ing plantleach ing into a ditch that drains into Lake DePue .
32. Monsanto Chemica l Di sposa l S i t e . Sauget HRS 7.2Closed toxic waste d isposa l s i te leach ing chemicals intothe M i s s i s s i p p i River .
•33. U . S . Scrap. Chicago HRS 5.9An abandoned s i te conta in ing a large number of drums ofchemical was te s .
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION V

DATE: MAY 18 1984
SUBJECT: project Status Reports

Branch
T0: OSCs

Attached for your Information and review are current project status reports.These status reports are current through May 11, 1984. This report alsoreflects current workplan requests. Following 1s a summary of our projectsby category.
RAMPs
Completed 41Draft Received 16Contractor Start -up 0New Requests 0Postponed 0
CRPs
Completed 11 ^Activities On-going 11Contractor Start -up 12New Requests 0
RI/FSs
Activities On-going 35Start-up/Postponed 2/1New Requests 6
Enforcement Support
Completed 5On-going 3Start-up 0
IRMs
Completed 2
On-going 1Contract Start -up 0New Requests 1

EPA FORM 13BM IREV 3-76)
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Quallty Assurance
Contract Start-up 1

Please notify Mary Ryan If changes are necessary.

Attachment

cc: Richard BarteltGregory VanderlaanRussell Dlefenbach
Thomas MateerKathy BrownJohn Perrecone
PSS Staff



RAMP STATUS

Completed
ILLINOIS
Acme SolventsA&F Materials, GreenupByron Salvage YardGalesburg/KoppersLaSalle Elect. Ut.
Johns -Man vi lieOutboard Marine Corp.Wauconda Sand & Gravel

Draft Received

Belvldere Landfil l

W.A.Issued: Due DueContractor Start-up Date Date Requested by Region/Dace 1 Date

INDIANA
Envirochem
Lake Sandy JoMarlon/Bragg DumpNeal 's LandfillWayne Waste 011

Lemon Lane LandfillMidco I

MICHIGAN
Anderson DevelopmentButterworth LandfillCharlevoix Mun. WellForest Waste DisposalG&H LandfillIonia City L.F.Liquid Disposal , Inc.NorthernalreRasmussen L.F.
Rose Township DumpSplegelburg Landfi l lSpringfield TWP DumpTar LakeVerona Wel l Field

Auto IonCemetery Site (Revised)Duel l 4 GardnerK & L Landfil l
Wash King Laundry
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Completed
MINNESOTA
Burlington NorthernR.R.LeHllller

OHIO
All ied Chemical AIronton CokeArcanum Iron & MetalB1g D CampgroundBowers L.F.Coshocton City L.F.Fields Brook
New LymeLaskln/Poplar OilOld Mil l
Prist ineSummit National

Draft Received

New Brighton/Arden Hi l l sSouth AndoverWaste DisposalEngineering (Weston)

Buckeye ReclamationFultz Landfil lE .H. Schi l l ingSkinner Landfil lVan Dale Junkyard

Contractor Start-up
W.A.Issued:
Date Requested by Region/Date1

WISCONSIN
M1d State Landfill

1 Not yet Initiated by Contractor.
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Completed
ILLINOIS

OMC
Kerr McGee
Wauconda Sand
& Gravel

INDIANA

MICHIGAN
Battle CreekButterworth
Charvelo ix
G & H Land-Fi l l
Northernalre

MINNESOTA

Products Received to Date:Site/Products

OMC: Community RelationsImplementationActivities:Transcript of Publ icHearingSummary of Commentsreceived on feasi-bility studyAdditional pressreleases, etc.
Lake Sandy Jo: Draft CRP

Cemetery: Draft CRPMidland: Draft CRP andSampling Plans
Novaco: Draft CRPRasmussen: Draft CRP

Rose Township Dump: DraftCRPSpiegelburg: Draft CRPSpringfield: Draft CRP
LeHil l ler : Draft CRP

Contractor Start-up

Midco IMidco II
NorthsldePoer FarmRellly TarSeymour

PCA

Arrowhead

W.A.
Issued:
Date

1/6/84
1/6/842/2/84
2/2/84
2/2/84

1/6/84

1/6/84

DueDate
Requested by

Region Start
Date Due

Date



CRP STATUS

Completed
OHIO
ArcanumC hem-DyneNew Lyme

WISCONSIN
Other
CommunityRelationsTechnicalAssistance

Products Received to Date:Site/Products

Mid-State

Contractor Start-up

All iedBowersMiami Co.Pristine

W.A.Issued:Date

12/22/83
12/22/831/6/84

DueDate Requested byRegion Start
Date

DueDate

N



Completed
ILLINOIS

Products Received to Date:
Site/Products_______ Contractor Start-up

Johns-ManvllleKerr-McGee (RI/FS):Draft WorkplanFinal Work PlanOMC (FS):Final Work PlanDraft FS ReportHealth and Safety PlanTechnical Memorandum
No. 1 - Stating Data GapsNo. 2 - Draft of RemedialObjectives andCriteriaNo. 3 - Description ofSite History,Current Status,and ProposedResponseNo. 4 - List of RemedialAlternativesConsidered andInitial ScreeningCriteriaNo. 5 - Technical MemorandumSummarizing InitialScreening andComparisonFinal FS ReportNo. 6 - Technical MemorandumSummarizes PreliminaryTesting of Sediment fromUaukegan HarborSummary of Written Comments on SourceControl Feasibility StudySource Control Feasibility StudySketch of Replacement HaborLetter Summary of Additional Scope ActivitiesReal Estate Appraisal
Response to Comments from Lake Michigan FederationDraft Abstract: Source Control FSSummary of Publ ic Comments from Publ ic MeetingWauconda Sand & Gravel (RI/FS) :Draft WorkplanFinal WorkplanSite Safety PlanRemedial Investigation Analysis Report - Draft

Issued: Due Requested by
Date Date Region
9/27/83 (On hold) La Salle Electric



Products Received to Date:Completed Site/Products_______ ) Contractor Start-up
ILLINOIS Remedial Investigation Data Report

Geophysical Studies ReportRevised WorkpianResidential Wel l SamplingRI Data Report
INDIANA Env1ro-Chem (RI/FS) :Final Work PlanFinal Focused RI/FSReportProject QA PlanHealth and Safety PlanSite Definition Summary ReportGeohydrogeologic ReportResidential Well InorganicTest Data A Review CommentsTechnical Memorandum: HydrogeologlcInvestigationTechnical Memorandum: ResidentialWell SamplingSite Definition Activities:Technical Memorandum -Groundwater SamplingSite Definit ion Activit ies:Technical Memorandum -Surface Water and SedimentSamplingTechnical Memorandm - Groundwater Testing ReportLake Sandy Jo (R I/FS) :Draft Work Plan

Mldco I (R I/FS) :Draft WorkplanFinal WorkplanMldco II (RI/FS):Draft WorkplanSampling PlanNorths1de Sanitary Landfi l l (R I/FS) :Draft Work PlanPeer Farm (RI/FS) :Draft WorkplanHealth and Safety Plan
Rellly Tar (R I/FS) :Background Document

W.A.Issued: DueD 1 Date Requested byRegion Date



Completed
INDIANA

fcont'd)

Products Received to Date:Site/Products________ Contractor Start-up
W.A.Issued: Due
Date Date

Requested by
Region Date

Seymour (R I ) (Headquarters request):Draft Workplan Phase 1
Final Work PlanDraft Site Safety PlanBid DocumentsQAPPSampling Data
Inorganic Sample ResultsSurface Soil SamplingSurface Soil Sampling: Memo on Tracer Compounds

MICHIGAN Berlin A Farro (FFS) :Draft Work PlanHealth and Safety PlanSummary of PreliminaryFFS ConclusionAnalytical Test ResultsDraft FFSFinal Work PlanRevised Report
Final FFS ReportCharlevolx (R I/FS) :Draft Work PlanFinal Work PlanDraft QAPPHealth and Safety Plan
Memorandum: Alternatives for the FFSMemorandum: Dri l l ing Activit iesFFS Outline and Draft Section 3.0 and 4.0Remedial Action Alternatives andDetailed Analyses of the AlternativesFFS: Contaminated Water Supply

Cliffs Dow Dump (RI/FS) :Draft Work Plan forPhase I Investigation Support andDraft Work Plan forResponsible PartiesDraft QAPPDraft Sampling PlanForest Waste (R I/FS) :Draft Work PlanPrel iminary Final Work PlanFinal Work Plan

Cemetery (R I/FS) 2/29/84Rasmussen (R I/FS ) 2/29/84
Spiegelburg (RI/FS) 2/29/84
Springfield (R I/FS ) 2/29/84



W.A.Products Received to Date: Issued: Due Requested byCompleted Site/Products________ A Contractor Start-up Da A Date Region Date
Michigan (cont'd)

G A H Landfi l l (R I/FS) :Draft Work PlanRevised Work PlanResidential Sampling Technicalmemo and Sampling PlanHealth Safety PlanProject QA PlanReview of Geophysical InvestigationProposalTechnical Memo No. 2 - Site InvestigationSediment Sampling Technical MemorandumSurface Water Sampling Technical MemorandumGroundwater Sampling Technical MemorandumResidential Well Sampling Technical MemorandumHydrogeologlc Study Technical MemorandumSoil Investigation Technical MemorandumDraft Groundwater Study PlanTechnical Memorandum: Site Investigation -
Soil SamplingTechnical Memorandum: Site Investigation -Air SamplingEnvironmental Study Technical MemorandumNovaco (RI/FS):Draft Work PlanHealth and Safety PlanFinal Work PlanDraft Task Completion Memorandumfor Tasks 1 and 2Final Quality Assurance Project PlanPCA (RI/FS):Draft Work PlanRevised Work PlanVerona Well Field (RI/FS):Draft Work PlanRedrafted Work PlanHealth and Safety PlanFinal Work Plan
Draft Work Plan for FFSDraft Work Plan for IRM DesignPublic Meeting TapesRevised Draft Work Plan for RI/FS, andIRM Design PhaseDraft Work Plan for IRM - Construction Management Phase



Completed
MINNESOTA

OHIO

Products Received to Date:Site/Products______ Contractor Start-up Requested byRegion Date
Arrowhead (RI/FS) :Draft Workplan
LeH1l l1er (RI/FS):Draft Work PlanMorris Arsenic (RI/FS):Site PhotosDraft Work PlanDraft QAPPDraft Sampling PlanFinal Work PlanNew Brighton (FFS):Final Work PlanFeasibility Study (Temporary Water Supply)Feasibil ity Study Revis ion No. 1Implementation (Pipel ine)Implementation (Carbon System)St. Anthony Alternatives ScreeningStudy DraftPrivate Well User Feasibility Study DraftWaste Disposal Engineering (RI/FS):Draft Work PlanHealth and Safety PlanFinal Work Plan

Allied (RI/FS):Health and Safety PlanFinal Work PlanArcanum (RI/FS)Draft Work PlanPreliminary Final Work PlanBowers (RI/FS):Draft Work PlanHealth and Safety PlanChem-Dyne (RI/FS):Field Work ScheduleFinal Work Plan PrelnvestigatlveSupport Report (letter)
Quality Assurance Project PlanHealth and Safety PlanSoil Sampling Plan

Prist ine (RI/FS)



W.A.
Products Received to Date: \ Is Vl: Due Requested by
S'itP/Prnrflirt« ' Trmfrartrir <Ctart-nn Da. J Data Dan-innCompleted Site/Products________ ' Contractor Start-up Dai/ Date Region Date

OHIO (cont'd) Draft F1sh, Water and SedimentSampling PlanGeophysical InvestigationSite InvestigationTechnical Memos -Phase I and II and IIITechnical Memos:Initial Groundwater, Soil, andSurface Water and Sediment Investi-gation, Phase I; Monitoring Wel l andProduction Well Sampling, Phase II;Surface Water and Sediment Sampling,Phase II; Fish Tissue Sampling, PhaseII; Monitoring Well and ProductionWell Sampling, Phase III; Evaluationof Treatment and Disposal of Ground-Water Produced During Pump Test;Split Spoon Sampling and GroundwaterMonitoring Installation, Phase II;Groundwater Monitoring Wells andPumping Well Installation, Phase III;Surveying and Mapping;Final Soil Investigation - TestPits Onslte/OffslteAppendix C - Inventory of Activeand Abandoned Production Wells InVicinity of Chem-DyneReview of existing InformationFacil it ies InventoryDraft Task Completion Memorandum for
Tasks 1 A 2 (Remedial Alternatives PreliminaryAssessment and Remedial Investigation Analysis)
Draft RI Final ReportInterim Final FS Guidance DocumentSummary Table of TentativeIdentified Compounds 1n RI SamplesModifications of FS Study Schedule and DeliverablesInterim Final RISampling of Groundwater & Soil from Private and City

Property ListingCLP Data



W.A.
Products Received to Date: Issued: Due Requested byCompleted Site/Products________ Contractor Start-up Date Date Region Date

OHIO Coshocton (RI/FS) :(Zbnt'd) Draft Work PlanFinal Work Plan
Health and Safety PlanDraft QA Project PlanDraft Sampling PlanFinal Sampling PlanInorganic AnalysisOrganic Analysis
E.P. Tox DataOrganic DataBack-up Data for Dr i l l i ng ServicesTechnical Memorandum:Hydrogeologlc InvestigationTopo MapSlidesTechnical Memorandum:First Round SamplingDril l ing BOATechnical Memorandum:Surface Water and Sediment TestingTechnical Memorandum:So11/Leachate TestingTechnical Memorandum:Groundwater TestingSampling RequestsSecond Sampling Episode Sampling Plan

Laskln/Poplar (RI/FS) :Draft Work PlanFinal Work PlanDraft QA Project PlanHealth & Safety PlanGeophysical Survey
Focused RI/FS - Liquid RemovalA1r Monitoring ResultsLiquid Removal Endangerment AssessmentDraft Sampling PlanFinal Focused RI/FS
Final RI/FSRisk Assessment: Posed by Laskln PoplarSite to Ohio - Water Service PlantFFS and Current Final Report Liquid Removal



Products Received to Date: Issued: Due Requested byCompleted Site/Products _______ x Contractor Start -up 23f^\ Date Region Date
OHIO Cont'd New Lyme (RI/FS): Miami Co.

Quality Assurance Project Plan
Draft WorkplanDraft Sampling PlanChanges to Draft Work PlanFinal Work PlanHealth and Safety PlanQuality Assurance PlanFinal Sampling PlanWaste ManifestsTopo graphic mapGeophysical Survey Technical MemorandumFields Brook (RI):
Final Work PlanHealth & SafetyAssessment and PlanQA PlanFinal Phase ISampling PlanFinal Phase IField Sampling PlanQA Project Plan for theField InvestigationSite Safety PlanPhase I Sampling - CompletedPreliminary Assessment - Final izedDraft Phase II - Sampling PlanOld Mil l (R I/FS) :Draft Work PlanQA Project Plan for the FieldInvestigationHealth and Safety Plan for Site Work
Final Work PlanDraft Sampling PlanQAPPFinal Sampling PlanGeophysical Survey Technical MemoSampling Responsibil ityHealth and Safety AmendmentProposal to Install Wel lsTopographic mapsRevised project schedule and dellverablesMemorandum: Disposal of On-s1te Generated Waste
Field Trip Summary



Completed
OHIO (cont 'd)

WISCONSIN

Products Received to Date:Site/Products________
Summit National (R I/FS) :Final Draft Work PlanQAPP and Sampling Plan
Mid-State (RI/FS) :Health and Safety PlanDraft WorkplanFinal Workplan

Contractor Start-up
W.A.Issued:Date Requested byRegion Date Due

Date



Completed
ILLINOIS

Efforts On-going:Site/Activity Due Contractor Start up >d:
W
I
Dat Requested

by Region
Start Due
Date Date

OMC
Kerr-McGee

INDIANA

MICHIGAN

Ott/Story/Cordova

Velslcol

Seymour Recycl ing*:Selection of firmto conduct remedialactionMeasurement of Water Levelsand of Stream Discharge - (Technical Memorandum 1 and 2)Revised Draft WorkplanWater levels measured In 18monitoring wells - report submittedReport on Monitoring Well Samples and WaterLevel Measurements A Residential Well Sampling andStream Discharge MeasurementsResidential Well Samples (Technical Memorandum 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9)

LDI: Final Work PlanReproduce documentsReview of draft QAPPfor the HydrogeologlcInvestigation andGeophysical Surveys

MINNESOTA
Koppers Coke Rellly Tar:St. Louis Park Groundwater Treatment Final Report



Completed
MINNESOTA

Efforts On-going:
Site/Activity

New Brighton
OHIO Chem-Dyne:restoration of

N & WRR Line
ILLINOIS
A&F
Draft and Final Work PlanAssignment cancelled due toConsolidation with emergencyaction

IRM STATUS

Due Date Contractor Start- up
W.A.Issued:
Date Due Requested Start Due

Date by Region Date Date

MICHIGAN Forest Waste 2/29/84



) QUALITY ASSURANCE STATUS

WA RequestedEfforts on-going: Due Contractor Issued: Due Date by StartCompleted Site/Activity Date Start-up Date _____ Region Date
Implementationof Region VQA Program forState-LeadSuperfund Projects
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RECORD OFCOMMUNICATION

f HONE CALL Q DISCUSSION Q FIELD THIP QCONFEftEMCE
QOTME* (SPECIFY)

(Record of ft«m ch»ctod »bovt)
TO: FROM:

(fM-*JJ&-L )

DATE

TIM

SUBJECT

SUMMARYbOF COMMUNICATION

l^-77bx^7l

CONCLUSIONS. ACTION TAKEN ON REQUIRED

INFORMATION COPIES
TO:

CPA FOTM 13004 (7-72) HO FO«M ttoo** WHICH M*V «c usco UNTIL SUVLT is EXHAUSTED.



RECORD OFCOMMUNICATION
JUPHONECALL QDISCUSSION OF 'E lDTmP
QOTHKM (SPECIFY)

QCONFERENCE

(Record of rum checked above)
TO: FROM:

3 o 3.191 X-3750 •)

DATE

TIM
SUBJECT

SUMMAMY OF'COMMUNICATION

U >̂

CONCLUSIONS. ACTION TAKEN OK HEQUIRCC

INFORMATION COPIES
TO:

f PA Fan* 13004 (7-72) *C»L*cc t C^A MO ronw ttoo>l WHICH MAY •• usco UNTIL SU^^LV is £XM*USTCO.



RECORD OFCOMMUNICATION
Pt PHONE CALL Q DISCUSSION D FIELD TRIP (^CONFERENCE
Q OTHER (SPECIFY)

(R*cord of H«m ck«ck«d above)
FROM: DATE , ,-/$-<!/

TIM

SUBJECT

SUMMARY OF COMMUNICATION

so-'*-

"7&6/ A^t*(->
Q

*^ /Q -/7-Sti /(&-> y&ot^C tO&«J^^

SO -/#-
&O

CONCLUSIONS. ACTION TAKEN OR REQUIRED

INFORMATION COPIES
TO:

EPA F»m> 13004 (7-7J) "CPLACB I CP* HO ronw tioo>* WHICH M«V «c u*co UNTIL SUPPLY n EXHAUSTED .



RECORD OFCOMMUNICATION
f PHONE CALL Q DISCUSSION O"ELDTNIF
) OTHER (SPECIFY!

Q CONFERENCE

(K«cofd of turn checked above)
TO: DATE

TIME
SUSJECT

MMAHV^OF COMMUNICATION

JJU

C /t
JL&O

/ a

CONCLUSIONS. ACTION TAKEN OM MEQUIMEO

INFORMATION COPIES
TO:

Fan* 13004 (7*72) «C»L»c«» C»A HO FOHM t*oo.* KMICH MAT BC usco UNTIL. SUPPLY if EXHAUSTED.
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CLAIM FOR REIMBURSEMENT
FOR EXPENDITURES

ON OFFICIAL BUSINESS

1. DEPARTMENT OR ESTABLISHMENT. BUHbAU. DIVISION OR OFFICE
. ^ *̂"^M / * / Is&t JL. /I * * —[AS ftT) ft/&r*- "i^ vwHiot*

Read the Privacy Act Statement on the back of this form.

| 
CL

AIM
AN

T *
•

•. NAME (LtO. **t mM****)

c MAILING ADDRESS (Indudf ZIP CodH
fy2./ Phil?'//*- ^~t~

SI I f "T"/ <f*/) ^^ "J 1S//fiS0(*-t^ — * *•• 0 is J »/

b. SOCIAL SECURITY NO.

%5 "&o—fS'-}'fjt/
d OFFICfc 1 bLtPHONb NUMBER

2. VOUCHER NUMBER

3. SCHEDULE NUMBER

S. PAID BY

6. EXPENDITURES (If fan claimed in col. (g) exceeds charge for one person, show in cot. (h) the number of additional persons which accompanied theclaimant)
DATE

fi «.m.
/O/

^J

—— • _ , - • ———
^^^

C

I
fly
A
/}

Shorn MPOpnM* COO* in ooL flit:A— Local travelB— Telephone or telegraph, orC— Other Expenses (itemized)

(C> FROM

&*»/««*<

0+~*.ll*-

If additional space is required continue on the back.

M 0 IpfOfK Oft*//

WTO
^-^//o A>fL*,^

rt^.J^^

SUBTOTALS CAMMED FORWARD FROM THEBACK

7. AMOUNT CLAIMED (Total of cots. (f). (g) and (<).)> S j j 9 /
8. This claim is appras necessary in tare included, thethe head of the

APPMOVINakOFFICIAL mSKIN HERE F

oved. Long distance telephone cads, H she
approving official must have been authcndepartment or agency to so certify (31 U.

Sign Original Onfy

B. This claim is certified correct and proper for payment.
Sign Original Only

AUTHORIZED kCERTIFYING kOFFICER fSKIN HERE f

Mm, are certified
red. »i writing, by
C /^ JBA/l*i IAix. OOVm/./

DATE

DATE

TOTALS

MILEAGERATE

NO OFMILES

vt
ft

10. 1 certify that this daim is truebelief and that payment or c

AMOUNT CLAIMED

MILEAGE

m
\

1

!
ii
j
i

i
j
i

y/lw

FAREOR TOLL

(01

f

1

2o
Zo

\
1
1

1

j

1i

1

————— j ———

zivo
and correct to the best of mTedrt has not been received
Sign Original Only

ADD.PER-SONS
TIPS ANDMISCEL-LANEOUS

1111
111

———— j ———
1

———— j ———

111

j— i —i
f knowledge andby me.

DATE76/zr/^
11. CASH PAYMENT RECEIPT / '
*. PAYEE (&gntmn> b DATE RECEIVED

c. AMOUNT
S

12. PAYMENT MADEBY CHECK NO.
ACCOUNTING CLASSIFICATION?
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JJohns-Marwille Property ( \ ) ILLINOIS *l( S^. .€ PARK

\V "-S-^X. 1 B**m (
V'^N-UJ

JOHNS-MANVILLE

MANUFACTURING

Cb*m link FenceUnVnown)
Approximate Limits ofWasto Disposal Area

SCALE IN FEET

Oirecion ol Flow
CiounOwaltfr Moniiorirvj Wall

Figure 2PROPOSED GROUNDWATERMONITORING WELL LOCATIONSJohns-ManvilloWaukogan. Illinois



Johns-Manville Property ILLINOIS BEACH STATE PARK

JOHNS MANVILLE

MANUFACTURING

Approximate Limits ofWaste Disposal Area

" "\('' " 'e£7~—i
•̂\.—'. —-.---"iOiî î i.- - ••i^^^ss^m.—-J

ComolHlatfd Editon Chain Link tVne« / Guard/Gvncfalnid Station (F..vl Inriiion Unknown!' u..i(Enoet Location Unknown)

250 COO
SCALE IN FEET

Oltectlon of Flew

Rfluro 4PROPOSED SOIL SAMPLING LOCATIONS
( Jobns-ManvllloWnuXoqan. Illinois
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CLAIM FOR REIMBURSEMENT

FOR EXPENDITURES
ON OFFICIAL BUSINESS

1 DEPARTMENT OR ESTABLISHMENT. BUREAU. DIVISION, OR OFFICE

/>£& - t-V-sZ f

Read the Privacy Act Statement on the back of this form.

CL
AIM

AN
T .

*•

a NAME ILtO. *¥t /iMM>*iM0

/r/4 StS. LsC// / f/n •», J-^
e. MAILING ADDRESS (InduO* ZIP Codtl

^v/v**tnA. •* ^ <5S*L /

b. SOCIAL SECURITY NO.

d. OFFICE TELEPHONE NUMBER

2. VOUCHER NUMBER

3. SCHEDULE NUMBER

S. PAID BY

6. EXPENDITURES (If fare claimed in col. (g) exceeds charge for one person, show in col. (h) the number of additional persons which accompanied theclaimant)
DATE

f/ZTL/
//£.!_'

•

\
m
A
ft

k— Local travel1— Telephone or telegraph, orC— Other Expenses (itemized)
r&pton ftptnOUnt in iptolic oMMJ

(Cl FROM

f*Ste**++C4.
IttM-JWL /W

•&*.**/ MS*. A *jfr*~

^Jl w^ /^I/XJ) A
» V. ' -^

If additional space is required continue on the back.

WTO~e}oA'*« ~/flfiwi *»//«- fi^f^
^t-^tsjb.t* <L*« J?Z_

re*Jk,ce
X / ̂  X^•W I ̂Oĵ ^*» i i^ ̂  ̂fc^^ .̂ ^^aal̂  ji%_

^^xL X" x"

C3

SUBTOTALS CANNED FORWARD FROM THEBACK

7. AMOUNT CLAIMED (Total of cols, (f), (g) and (i).)l *?!')/
8. This claim is appias necessary inare included. th»the head of the

APPROVMOlOFFICIAL fSKMHERE r

oved. Long distance telephone calls, if shethe interest of the Government (Note: If toapproving official must have been euthondepartment or agency to ao certify (31 U.
Sign Original Only

9. This claim is certified correct and proper for payment
Sign Original Only

AUTHORIZED kCEwnFvma 4OFFICER FSK2NHERE F

iwn, are certifiedng distance callsted, in writing, byS.C. 680a).)

<
DATE ~

1

DATE 1

TOTALS

MILEAGERATE

NO. OFMILES
Wnry/

AMOUNT CLAIMED

MILEAGE

m
7 Kn

/fK

FAREOR TOLL

rzb
Aioiiiii••ii

i—— i —••i—— i —•—— j —
0. I certify that this daim is true and correct to the best of mbelief and that payment or credit has not been received

Sign Original Only

ADD.PER-SONS
TIPS ANDMISCEL-LANEOUS

(9 i

I
1
j
1
111

———— | ———1
1

1

———— j ———

Y~i
I

y knowledge andby me.

DATEy

1. CASH PAYMENT RECEIPT / '
i PAYEE (Signttun)

2 PAYMENT MADEBY CHECK NO.

0 DATE RECEIVED

c. AMOUNT
S

ACCOUNTING CLASSIFICATION



c
US! johns-wanviiie Internal Correspondence

ib- L. Austin - Sit* Manager/Safety Officer
From: C. M. Carter - Waukegan

Date: September 17, 1984

Copies: D. R. Christensen 1-06
J. H. Scott - Waukegan

D. Bur-ford 1-O6
M. Debish - Waukegan

ASBESTOS MONITORING OF PROJECT TEAM
WAUKEBAN WASTE DISPOSAL SITE
The geotechnical and hydrogeologic investigation of theWaukegan waste disposal sit* began on September 10, 1984. The
first core samples were taken on the afternoon of the ilth.
Several members of the project team were sampled to determine
their occupational exposure to asbestos. The analytical method
followed was PfcCAM 239 from the Nigjtj_Manual_gf_Analy.&i£§ldl£b9d.f. The federal permissible exposure limit (PEL) for
airborne asbestos fiber is 2.O fibers per cubic centimeter of
air. The results of the samples are as follows!

SAMPLE DATE

9/11/84

STATION

8PD-102YM Personal - Geologist

8PD-103YM Personal - Drilling Tech.

RESULT
F/cc

<O. 1
<0 . 1<0 . 1
0. 1

<0 . 1
<0.1

PEL
F/cc
2.O
2.O
2.0
2.O
2.O
2.0

During the samples on 9/11/84 a soil boring was taken from thewest end of the sludge disposal pit.

9/12/84 SPD-1O2YM Personal - Geologist

9/12/84

<0. 1
O.I

<0. 1
<0. 1

SPD-103YM Personal - Drilling Tech. <0 . 1
0. 1
0. 1

N.D.
<0. 1

N.D. - No Asbestos Fiber Detected On Sample

2.O
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.O
2.0
2.0

On 9/12/84 operators took borings at two locations. Samples
were taken while working in the east end of the sludge disposal
site and in the active scrap disposal area.



c c
Asbestos Sample Results
Waukegan Waste Disposal Site
Page 2

9/13/B4 SPD-1O1YM Area - Work Site <0.1 2.0
8PD-1O2YM Personal - Geologist <0.1 2.O
SPD-103YM Personal - Drilling Tech. <O. 1 2.0

Operators were monitored while boring at the south west corner
of the settling basins.

9/14/B4 8PD-102YM Personal - Geologist O.4 2.0
8PD-103YM Personal - Drilling Tech. O.I 2.0

Operators were monitored while boring at the north end of theflexboard ditch. This is the last site in the active disposalarea. The higher result on the geologist is due to the dryer
conditions of the core samples being obtained and processed.
One work practice was noticed that contributed to this
operators exposure. After several samples had been processed abrush was used to clean off the tailgate of the truck beingused as a work surface. This caused visible airborne dust to
be generated. The tailgate should be washed down with waterwhen cleaning.

9/17/84 SPD-102YM Personal - Geologist <0 . 1 2.0
8PD-103YM Personal - Drilling Tech. <0. 1 2.0

These samples were taken while boring at the first site off ofthe active landfill. Based on these results and observed
conditions at the off-site wells and boring locations, the
mandatory use of respiratory protection need not be required.
Representative asbestos monitoring will be continued throughoutthe rest of the operation to document exposure conditions.
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A. Contractor:

B. Contract Number:

WDFK ASSIGNMENT

CH2M Hill1941 Roland Clarke Place
Reston, VA 22091
68-01-6692

RECEIVED
JUL -31984

CH2M HILL/WDC

i , * S

C. SITE/TITLE: JOtWS MANVILLE, IL
D. Assignment Number: 07.5VA5.0
E. Statement of Work:
F. Level of Effort (Work hours): 60
G. Period of Performance: 1 MONIH
Contracting Officer: Dorothy Tyier Phone: 382-3199Environmental Protection Agency (PM-214-F)

401 M Street, S.W.Washington, Dy§. 20460
Contracting Officer Approval Date

Project Officer: Paul Nadeau
~ (_} (J /

Phone: 382-2339

Signature

Environnental Protection Agency (WH-548E)401 M Street, S.W.^Washington, D.C. 20460
.jP \d7)2 Date

Deputy Project Officer: Nancy Willis Phone: 382-2339Environmental Protection Agency (WH-548E)401 M Street, S.W.
, D.C. 20460

Headquarters Contact
Tony Diecidue
EPA (WH-548E)
401 M Street, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20460
Phone: 8 2-4632

Signature
Date

Regional Site Project Officer

Ton Sheckells, Chief, Remedial Action Branch
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SQL 5

Stephen V. noser, Escr.
Manville Corporation
Ken-Caryl Ranch
Post Office Box 5108
Denver, Colorado 80217
Re: Johns-Manville Sales Corporation, Pocket Mo. V-W-106-5
Dear rir. noser:
I am in receipt of your letter dated June 20, 1 9 8 5 , to Rodney
Gaither, On-Scene Coordinator. As indicated to you by Rodney
Gaither on June 20, 1985 , the U .S . Environmental Protection
Aqency, Peqion V, (U . S . EPA), is denying your request for
additional tine in which to submit a final Penedial Investigation
("RI" ) Report. Accordinaly, the final RI Report is due on June
24, 1985. Your letter states that approximately two additional
weeks will be necessary because of "the length of U .S . SPA' s
preliminary comments and the mechanical difficulties in coordina-
ting our consultants' review." At the time U .S . EPA initiallv
agreed to a modification of the Consent Agreement to allow
submittal of a draft RI Report followed by a final report, it
was understood by all concerned that the "lenqth" of U .S . EPA's
comments would be directly related to the quality of the draft
Report, a condition entirely within the control of Jobns-Manville.
At that time it was also understood and agreed to by Johns-Manville
that the final Report would be due within two weeks of receipt
of the Agency's comments on the draft Report. We can find no
reason to alter that agreement now. In accord with paragraph
VI of the Consent Agreement you are hereby notified that Johns-
Manville is late in submitting the final Remedial Investigation
Report.
I understand that Johns-Manville may dispute certain of theAgency's comments relating to additional study required at thesite. I expect this issue to be addressed in your response in
accordance with the Dispute Resolution provision (paragraph V)
of the Consent Agreement.
Very truly yours.

Babette J. Neuberoer
Assistant P.enional Counsel
cc: Rodney r ia ither, On-r>cene Coordinator
hcc: MaqeI/fade/Snith/Schaefer

naither/Diefenbacb/Niedernanr j
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• ENGINEERS • CONSULTANTS • PLANNERS •

KUMAR MAI.HOTRA&ASSOCIATE
3000 East Belt Line N.E.Grand Rapids, Michigan 49505Telephone (616) 361-5092

i .\C.

June 24, 1985

Mr. Rodney Gaither ~rv -Project Coordinator (RPM) 5HE-12USEPA, Region V230 S Dearborn StreetChicago, Illinois 60604
Re: Johns-Manville Waukegan Area RI/FS(Additional site investigations in response to Draft RI Review Comments)
Dear Mr. Gaither,

This letter is to confirm our discussions on the following two taskswhich involve additional site investigations. The data obtained through thesetasks will be used to prepare responses to some of your review comments (items3, 5 and 6 on page seven) on the draft RI report. These responses will besummarized in a technical memorandum and submitted for your review.
1. ANALYSIS OF COMMON INORGANIC ANIONS IN THE GROUND WATER.

As indicated by you, the purpose of the anion analysis of the groundwater is to correlate if possible the ground water movement directionsobtained by using temperature and elevations data with those obtained usingmajor anion levels. Therefore, anions which are normally present inrelatively large concentrations will be used to estimate ground water movementdirections at the site. We propose to use the following measurements for thispurpose.
ChloridesSulfatesTotal alkalinitySpecific conductance
We propose to analyze the ground water and Lake Michigan shore watersamples for anions. The second set of samples which were collected on April29 and 30, 1985 for asbestos analysis (as discussed in June, 1985 technicalmemorandum No. M-I) will be used for the anion data.
The results obtained will be used to plot ground water movementdirections and compare with those obtained through the use of ground watertemperature and elevation data.
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Mr.Rodney GaitherJune 24, 1985Page Two

2. ON-SITE LEAD CONCENTRATION IN AIR
According to my discussion with you on the details of air sampling and tomeet the intent of 40 CFR 50.12 on Ambient Air Lead concentrations, KMAproposes to sample air at eight locations (see attached figures 1 & 2 foron-site andoff^sUe locations) on three different days, each for aperiod of ffT +^urs> Air will be sampled according to the procedureoutlined in Appe'ndix G referred to in 40 CFR 50.12. In addition aportable wind vane and anemometer will be used at each location to obtainwind direction and wind velocity. If 0.10 inch of precipitation or moreoccurred during any test run, then that test run will be repeated after awaiting period of at least (ZOoufs^ Standard high volume air samplerswith glass fiber filter will be used. The air volume will be between 39cfm (1.1 nr/min) and 60 cfm ( 1 .7 nr/min).
The air filter will be the standard recommended for total suspendedparticulate matter (TSP) which has 99X capture efficiency to retainparticles of 0.3 gm diameter at 1.5 nr/m1n air rate. A1r temperature andpressure will also be recorded at each location. The air flow rate foreach sampler will be calibrated regularly and recorded in a log book.The wind velocity and direction observations will be made three timesduring each test run. The sampling filters will be analyzed for leadusing the USEPA recommended procedure. Blank filters and duplicaterswill be analyzed for quality control.
The field activities will be conducted during the first two weeks ofAugust, 1985 and will be coordinated with you so that you could witnesssome of the field sampling activities. The study will be summarized in areport. Based on the results of previous personal air sampling andresults of remedial investigations, we propose to provide level D sitehealth and safety protection during field activities.
The results obtained from the above two tasks will be submitted in theform of a technical memorandum by the 15th of September, 1985.
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions on any of theinformation included in this letter.

Sincerely yours,
<f~h^

S. K. Malhotra, P h .D . , P .E .
cc: Mr. James Whipple , Johns-Manvi l le
SKM:sa
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PRC Engineering Planning Research Corporation

April 19, 1985

Ms. Nancy Deck
TES-2 Project Officer
Office of Waste Programs

Enforcement (WH 527)
U .S . EPA
401 M Street, S . W . , Room 301
Washington, D .C . 20460
Dear Ms. Deck:
Enclosed are the work assignment monthly reports for March, submitted in
accordance with the requirements set forth in EPA Contract No. 68-0 1 -7037 .
These reports are separated by region, and reflect only those work
assignments for which work plan approval was received from EPA by the end of
the reporting month of March 1985. The status in brief of all other work
assignments received as March 31 is as follows:

1) Work Assignments 56, 80, 86, 92, 95, 102, 106, 110, 137 have been
submitted before March 1. However, work plan approval has still
not been received by PRC.

2) Work Assignments 164, 165, 167, 171, 178, 181, 185, 186, 187, 191,
192 , 197, 198 , 204, 206, 207, 210, 220 . 221 , 222 , 226 , 227 and 231
were submitted during March for U.S. EPA contract officer approval
and are yet to be approved to date.

3) Work Assignments 208-241 and 243-245 were received in March and
work plans have been or are being developed for submittal and
approval by U .S . EPA.

Visits to Regions 7 and 8 were conducted in March to discuss the TES 2
contract and procedures for use. Projected for April visits are Regions 4
and 6. These last two will complete the Regional visits and headquarters as
well.

CCNr , uENT/AL



c c
Ms. Nancy Deck
April 19, 1985
Page Two

Sincerely,
PRC Environmental Management, Inc.

fjU—- 0. 3-
Thomas D. Brisbin
Deputy Program Manager
TDB/jy
Enclosures
cc: Marian Bernd, Contracting Officer (all monthly reports)

Barbara McAllister, Region 1 (24, 29, 47 68, 87, 101, 108, 114, 138,
48, 46, 105, 117, 78, 79, 107)

Cathy Moyik, Region 2 (27, 37, 74, 90, 142, 194)
Kathy Hodgkiss, Region 3 ( 123, 25, 26, 44, 54, 94, 129, 104, 84, 85,

62, 122, 103, 64, 63, 116, 115, 109, 91, 75, 73, 125)
Bert Cole, Region 4 (69, 76, 81, 82, 88, 89, 140, 141, 183, 195, 45,

51, 57, 58, 32, 31, 93) ,~
^Seth Dibblee, Region 5 (96, (16J.-, 55, 99, 112, 244. 28, 33, 126)

Connie Codner, Region 6 (120, 65, 66, 15, 121, 118, 119, 127, 16, 123)
Betty Berry, Region 7 (113, 100, 128, 38-43, 131, 30)
Roland Lech, Region 8 (230, 61, 77, 17, 52, 59, 60, 200-203)
Alexis Strauss, Region 9 (143. 49, 50, 199, 147, 150, 156, 176, 133)
James Everts, Region 10 (190, 134, 71, 72, 18, 19, 20, 36, 216)
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MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT

(Reporting Period: March 1 through March 31, 1985)

Prepared for
U.S . Environmental Protection Agency
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Washington, D .C . 20460

Contract No. 68-01 -7037
Region 5

April 1985
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WA* SITE NAME
2
3

7
8
9

10

Petersen Sand and GravelPage l ' s Pi t
4 Waste Mgmt. of Michigan
5 South Macomb Disposal #9 & 9A6 Motor Wheel DisposalU . S . Ecology

E . I . DuPont Montague
Lenawee Disposal ServiceThermo-Chem, Inc.11 Torch Lake

12 Sanitary Landfil l Co ./ IWD
13 Menard Drum Disposal
14 City of Stoughton Landfill28 Coshocton Landfill
33 Re illy Tar and Chemical Corp.55 FMC
96 Rose, Cemetary & Springfield99 Westlnghouse Sites

102 Paxton Landfill Corp112 Mldco 1
126 Seymour Recycling
130 Seymour Recycling
163 Gebhart Ferti l izer
191 Belvldere Landfill204 Laskin/Poplar
208 Wayne Waste Oil
226 Paxton Landfill
233 Reilly Tar fi Chemical

TOTALS FOR REGION

REG
ST f
IL 5
IL 5
MI 9

9A MI 5
MI 5
IL 5
MI 5
MI 5
MI 5
MI 5
OH 5
HI 5
WI 5
OH 5

. MN 5
MN 5
MI 9
IN 5
IL 9
IN 9
IN g
IN 5
IL g
IL 9
OH 9
IN 9
IL 9
MN 5

< —— MARCH ——— >
TOTAL TOTAL
HOURS DOLLARS

0
2

17
4
9
0
1

102
0
5
6

20
29
69

2
54

1 1 4
16

0
0
0
2

21
3
4

30
11

3

0 . 0 0
1 9 6 . 3 0
5 7 9 . 3 4
1 5 3 . 4 1
2 5 7 . 4 8
3 1 . 2 5

2 4 1 . 1 7
2 , 9 0 6 . 2 3

3 5 3 . 2 9
1 7 4 . 7 1
1 9 1 . 1 4
5 4 6 . 4 5
8 1 3 . 3 4

1 . 9 7 1 . 6 2
5 . 2 1 2 . 6 5
4 . 2 6 5 . 6 2
5 , 2 0 2 . 1 0

4 6 1 . 5 2
0 .00
0 .00
0 .00

4 0 . 9 0
5 4 4 . 2 4
1 3 4 . 4 5
109 .03
7 9 6 . 3 8
3 9 5 . 6 8

8 1 . 7 7

<— CUMULATIVE — >
HOURS DOLLARS

2 12
164

47
20
24

1 16
137
133
207
15
18
34
45

303
37
79

140
47
22
40
53

8
33
15
19
30
1 1

3

7 . 5 9 2 . 5 0
5 , 9 8 6 . 7 4
1 , 6 6 9 . 8 0

8 6 7 . 7 2
8 8 8 . 7 6

6 , 7 6 0 . 2 6
6 , 4 0 7 . 1 9
3 . 9 7 9 . 7 3
6 , 5 6 5 . 4 6

5 8 7 . 3 5
6 5 3 . 2 9

1 . 1 5 9 . 3 0
1 . 4 4 6 . 1 8
9 , 7 9 6 . 8 2

2 3 , 7 8 6 . 0 4
6 , 1 4 8 . 4 5
6 , 0 3 4 . 7 4
2 , 7 9 4 . 5 0

7 7 9 . 0 9
1 , 2 1 1 . 1 4
3 , 4 9 0 . 1 9
1 , 0 5 9 . 0 4

8 7 1 . 3 3
4 6 1 . 5 5

1 , 0 4 1 . 5 3
7 9 6 . 3 8
3 9 5 . 6 8
8 1 . 7 7

•--- — ----- __

/

< ———
HOURS

158
208
158
1 5 8
158
158
165
158
158
208
158
208
208
500
109
176
1 7 0
100

0
40

138
8

80
200
158
150
200

50

BUDGET ——— >
DOLLARS

7 , 9 7 1 . 0 0
1 0 , 8 9 1 . 0 0
8 , 4 8 1 . 0 0
8 , 9 2 7 . 0 0
8 , 4 8 1 .00
9 , 4 7 0 . 0 0
9 , 2 2 3 . 0 0
8 , 2 4 6 . 0 0
8 , 4 8 1 . 0 0

10 .8S3 .00
8 , 3 4 3 . 0 0

10 ,992 .00
1 0 , 8 8 4 . 0 0
2 4 . 7 8 1 . 0 0
5 2 , 0 9 8 . 0 0
1 7 , 1 8 4 . 0 0

7 . 2 4 2 . 0 0
1 2 0 , 7 3 0 . 0 0

0 .00
1 , 2 5 0 . 0 0

4 8 , 6 8 4 . 0 0
2 . 0 6 9 . 0 0
4 . 3 9 4 . 0 0

1 0 , 8 9 7 . 0 0
81 , 06 1 . 00

7 , 4 6 3 . 0 0
7 , 2 5 9 . 0 0

6 1 , 1 59 .00
_

<- * BX1
HOURS
1 3 4 . 2 *
7 8 . 8 *
29 .7 *
1 2 . 7 *
1 5 . 2 *
7 3 . 4 *
83 .0 *
8 4 . 2 *

1 3 1 .0 *
7 .2 *

1 1 . 4 *
1 6 . 3 *
2 1 . 6 *
60 .6 *
3 3 . 9 *
4 4 . 9 *
8 2 . 4 *
4 7 . 0 *
ERR

100 .0 *
3 8 . 4 *

100 .0 *
4 1 . 3 *
7 . 5 *

1 2 .0 *
2 0 . 0 *
5 . 5 *
6 .0 *

PENDED ->
DOLLARS

9 5 . 3 *
55 .0 *
1 9 . 7 *
9 . 7 *

10 .5 *
7 1 . 4 *
6 9 . 5 *
4 8 . 3 *
7 7 . 4 *
3 . 4 *
7 . 8 *

1 0 . 5 *
1 3 . 3 *
39 .6 * -
4 5 . 7 V
3 5 . 8 *
8 3 . 3 *
2 . 3 *
ERR

96 .9 *
7 . 2 *

5 1 . 2 *
1 9 . 8 *
4 . 2 *
1 .3 *

10 .7 *
5 . 5 *
0 . 1 *

524 2 5 , 6 6 0 . 0 6 2 . 0 1 2 1 0 3 . 3 1 2 . 5 5 « - 3 4 0 5 6 7 , 4 1 4 . 0 0 4 6 . 4 % 1 8 . 2 *
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U.S. Ecology Responsible Party Search
Region V
WA No. 7

Report No. 4
For 3/85CERCLA X

RCRA

EPA Primary Contact: Rodney Gaither (312/886-4735)
TechLaw Project Manager: Jim Kerr (703/352-4516)

Project Status
On December 13, 1984 TechLaw received the results of the titlesearch conducted on the site property. On December 18, 1984 TechLawreceived an IEPA computer printout of waste generators who used thesite. In late December, TechLaw also was informed by the legal departmentof U.S. Ecology, the site operator, that it declined to permit TechLawto review any records it might possess regarding site transactions.Due to the delay in obtaining lEPA's printout and U.S . Ecology's response,EPA Region V agreed to delay the deliverable date for the Draft Reportto December 21, 1984. After review of the available documentation,TechLaw submitted the Draft Report on that date.

Next Activities
TechLaw is awaiting EPA Region V*s decision as to whether databasesshould be developed from information that could be extracted fromvarious records in TechLaw1s possession. In April, TechLaw will contactMr. Gaither to discuss the report and determine EPA's schedule at thispoint for any follow-up research.

Schedule Problems
No schedule problems are foreseen for the deliverable dates associated

with this Work Assignment.



IMPORTANT ANNOUNCEMENT FROM JOHNC^NANVILLE CORP?
AFFLlrfATED COMPANIES:

C
If you wish to assert a Clala (except an AH Claio as definedbelow and certain others indicated below) against Johns- /Kanvill* Corporation or any affiliated conpany referred Cobelow, you oust file a proof of claim by October 31,

UNITED STAT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEH YORK

In re

KEN-CARYL RANCH CORPORATION.formerly known as KEN-CARYL. INC.
JOHNS-MANVILLE IDAHO. INC. .
MANVILLE SERVICE CORPORATION,formerly known as JM CAPITAL

CORPORATION.
HANVILLE CANADA SERVICE INC. .
SUNBELT CONTRACTORS. INC. .

Debtors.

Case No. 82 B 1 1 672

Case No. 82 B 1 1 6 7 3
Cat* NO. 82 B 1 1 674

Case Ho. 82 B 1 167$
CM* No. 82 B 11676

In Proceedings Pox A Reor-ganization Under Chapter 11.
JOHNS-HANVILLE CORPORATION,formerly known as JM MERGER

CORPORATION.
MANVILLE CORPORATION.
MANVILLE BUILDING MATERIALS

CORPORATION.
MANVILLE INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION.
MANVILLE EXPORT CORPORATION,
MANVILLE PRODUCTS CORPORATION.
JOKNS-MANVILLE INTERNATIONAL

CORPORATION.
JOHNS-HANVILLE SALES CORPORATION,formerly known a« JCCI. INC . . CLUB

CAR. INC.. L. GRANTHAM. HAMILTON
MANUrACTURINC COMPANY. INCORPORATED.
JOHNS-MANVILLE ENERGY RESOURCES
CORPORATION. J-M PRESNO CORPORATION.
JOHNS-MANVILLE PERLITE CORPORATION.
JOHNS-MANVILLE PIPELINE ACCESSORIES
CORPORATION. JOHNS-MANVILLE STRUCTURAL
SYSTEMS CORPORATION. KEY TRANSPORTATION.

"•• INCORPORATED. MOBILITE. INC.. PLASTICS
CORPORATION OF AMERICA. SOUTHERN
JOHNS-NAHVILLE PRODUCTS CORPORATION.
SOUTHERN REFINING CORPORATION.
STILLHATER CORPORATION, and ZESTON.

MANVILLE INTERNATIONAL CANADA. INC..
MANVILLE CANADA INC..
MANVILLE INVESTMENT CORPORATION.formerly Known ai JOHNS-MANVILLE

INVESTMENT CORPORATION.
MANVILLE PROPERTIES CORPORATION.
ALLAN-DEANE CORPORATION.

formerly Known a* HMP CORPORATION.

C«ie NO. 62 B 1 1 656

Ca>Cas
CatCatCatCas

No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.

82
82
82
82
82
82

1 1657
1 1658
1 1660
11661
1 1 662
1 1665

Cist No. 82 B 1 1666

Cat* No.Ca«« No.
Case No.

caie No.Ca«e No.

82 B 1 1667
82 B 1 1 6 6 8
82 B 1 1 669

82 B 1 1670
82 B 1 1671

NOTICE Of LAST DAY FOR
CERTAIN CLAIMANTS TO
FILE PROOFS OF CLAIMS

TO: ALL THOSE ASSERTING CLAIMS AGAINST ANY OF THE ABOVE
CAPTIONED DEBTORS:

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE, that th* United states Bankruptcy
Court tot th* Southern District of N*w York (the -Bankruptcy
Court- ) has entered an order dated July 16. 1984 requir ing al l
those ent it ies which asser t Claims (as defined in paragraph -1"
below) EXCEPT THOSE CLAIMS DESCRIBED IN SUBPARAGRAPHS 2 ( a ) . 2 ( b ) .
2 ( c ) . 2 ( d ) AND 2 ( e ) AND PARAGRAPH "3- BELOW, including
individuals, partnerships, corporat ions , estates , t ru s t s , and
governmental units, which assert a claim against one or more of
the abov*-caption*d debtors (collectively, the -Debtor s * ) arising
out of acts or omissions of one or more of th* Debtors , to file a
proof of claim as h*relnb*low described on or before October
1984 ( the "Bar Da t e - ) , fail ing which such claimant shall not 3|"̂
treated as a creditor with respect to such Claim for the purposes
of voting on. and distribution under, any plan of reorganizat ion.

As used herein: "Claim" means (i)
a right to payment, whether or notsuch right is reduced to Judgment,
l iquidated, unliquidated, f ixed,contingent, matured, unmacured,disputed, undisputed, legal,equitable, secured or unsecured;or ( i i ) a right to an equitableremedy for breach of performanceif such breach gives rise to aright to payment, whether or noteach right to an equitable remedyis reduced to Judgment, fixed.contingent, matured, unmacured,disputed, undisputed, secured orunsecured.
As used herein: "Property DamaaqClaimf" means all claims against,and debts, obl igations or
liabilities of. one or more of theDebtors (including, without
l imitation, all thereof in the
nature of or sounding in to r t ,
contract, warranty, or any other
theory of law, equity or
admiralty) for. relating to or Maris ing by reason of, direct ly or.'?indirectly, property damage '•*( including, without t im i ta t ion ,
diminution in the value thereof)
or environnenta1 damage or
economic loss related thereto
caused or allegedly caused,direct ly or indirectly, byasbestos or asbes tOB-conta in ing
products or any other act iv.cy or
omission or products, goods,
minerals or other mater ia l s andaris ing or allegedly ar i s i ng ,directly or indirectly, from acts
or omissions of one or nore of the
Debtors (or another person, f i rm,
co rpo ra t i o n or o th e r ent i ty for orwith which one or mote of the
Debtors is
inc luding, w
Cla ims , debt
1 iabi l ic ies
damages ( inc

may be l i a b l e } ,
thout L im i t a t i o n , al l
. ob l i gat ions or

cyud ing. without

limitation, proximate,consequential, general and special
damages), punitive damages,reimbursement. Indemnity,warranty, contribution andsubrogation:

(c) A* u«ed herein: "AH Claims" means• 11 Claims against, and debts,
obligations or liabilities of. oneor store of the Debtors or J. M.Asbostos (f/k/a Johns-Many.!1«Canada. lac.) ot 12*692 Canada.
Inc. (f/k/a Johns-Hanville AnianteCanada. Inc.) (the "CanadianCompanies"J ( including, withoutlimitation, all thereof in thenature of or sounding in tort,
contract, warranty or any othertheory of law. equity oradmiralty) lot. relating to oraris ing by reason of. directly orindirectly, physical , emotional or
other personal in jur i e s or damages(whether or not diagnosible pr ior
to the confirmation date of a planof reorganization) caused orallegedly caused, directly orindirectly, by asbestos otasbestos-containing produces and
aris ing or allegedly ar i s ing ,directly or indirectly, from acts
or omissions of one or more of theDebtors or either of the Canadian
Companies (or another person,firm, corporat ion or other entity
for or with which one or more ofthe Debtors or either of theCanadian Companies is or may bel iable), including, without
l imitation, al l Cla ims , debts ,bligatlons or liabilities for
ompensatory damages ( inc lud ing,
ithout l imitat ion, loss of
onsort ium. prox imate .
onsequential. qeneca t and spec ia lamage s ) . pun i t ive damages ,eimbursement. Indemnity,

warranty, con t r i bu t i o n and
subrogat ion.
"AH Claims" shall not include
c la ims foe property damage ( schoo lasbestos cases, for example)

r

(over)
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CManvilSe
Continued from Page*%& | l^j
negotiations. Manwllle hasmaintained It has followed allgovernment regulations Indisposing of asbestos, that ItsWaukegan dump site poses nodanger to the environment andshould not be on the Superfundpriority cleanup listIf Manvllle had refused toconduct the study, the EPAjpouldhave conducted ^TTs ownInvestigation, an EPA spokesmansaid. •The agreement. In the form ofan administrative consent orderfrom the federal agency, calls for(he Johns-Manvllle Sales Corp. todetermine the waste disposalsite's Impact on the environment"which may have resulted frompast on-site disposal practices,"said Valdas Adamkus, Region 5EPA administrator. "John-Mansville has been disposingasbestos and other hazardouswastes (at the site) since 1923."In Issuing the order, Adamkussaid Johns-Manvllle will alsopropose to the agency a cleanupplan "to rectify anyenvironmental problemsresulting from Its disposalpractices that may be IdentifiedI by the corporation's siteInvestigation."Additionally, the corporationhas agreed to pay $43,735 asreimbursement for investigativecosts "Incurred by the EPA on thismatter since Aug. 26, 1982," hesaid. The money will go to the"Superfund" — formally knownas the federal HazardousSubstance Response Trust Fund.Adamkus noted that the Aug. 26date is the same date the ManvilieCorp. filed for reorganization inU.S. Bankruptcy Court

-X - — -

Thousands of tons of waste asbestos are buried atthe Manvllle dump, located at the east end ofGreenwood Avenue, next to the Waukegan Johns-
Manvllle plant and about 100 feet from LakeMichigan.

The consent order Is subject toBankruptcy Court approval and"any modifications that mightbecome necessary because of a30-day public comment period,"said Adamkus. •The administrative court orderIs available for public review bycontacting Vanessa Musgrave,Office of Public Affairs, U.S.Environmental ProtectionAgency Region 3,230 S. DearbornSt., Chicago, 60064, or by calling886-6128 In Chicago.The EPA has conducted someinvestigations of the Johns-

Manvllle dump site. "We knowwhat's there," said Robert' Hartian, a spokesman for theChicago office of the federalEPA. A comprehensive, up-to-date investigation is needed, hesaid.The EPA Itself could make theInvestigation, "but under'Superfund/ It's more desirable tohave the parties responsibleundertake this aspect," he said."It's more desirable for them toqualify what has happened, todetermine v where asbestos hasescaped, whether.lt has migratedthrough subsoils, to figure out thesolution, to come up with the\ /preferred solution. They'll lay itout and present It to us, then It willV

be determined who should do thecleanup."The study is expected to take atleast 11 months, said MaryTomenko. a spokeswoman forManvilie In Llttleton, Colo., thecorporation's headquarters. Itwon't begin for at least 30 days —the period of public commentThe order allows six months forthe study itself — air and watersamplings, soil borings and thelike — and presentation of anInitial report.The federal EPA will have amonth to respond to the reportand Manvllle will have threemore months after that to makeIts final recommendations aboutthe disposal site.
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For Immediate Release: July 16, 19.04
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U . S . EPA EXTEMS PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD ON JOriUS-ttAUYlLLE ^'ROPOSEJ NAIIKWAN
AGREEMENT

U . S . Environmental Protect ion Agency ( U . S . HP A) Rog ion V Admin i s t ra tor
•/a ldas V. Adamkus today announced he U' extending the 30-day publ ic co- i-
iiient per iod on the U . S . EPA/Johns-Marwi ' l l e Sa l e s Corp . adinin istrar. iv.-
consent order to July 31, 1984. The extension will provide interested
: i t i/:ens addit ional time to review and maki; comiiients on the proposed
order .

The agreement, which remains subject to Any substantive public comments
and U . S . Bankruptcy Court approval, was announced on June 19, 1984, It
provides for the company to conduct ?.t*i i n ^eu t i - j a t i on at its viaukegan, IL,
faci l i ty to detennine the oxtent and impact of env ironmenta l conta;ii im'cion
that may have resu lted fro.n p.ist on-u i te di r ; iosal prac t i c e s . The conpany
»<ill also propose to U . S . EPA a site cleanup plan. Johns-Manv i l l e has
".eon d i spos ing of asbestos wastes and ot i > e t * hazardous wastes at its

fac i l i ty s ince 1923 .
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The administrative consent order is avai lable for public review at the
Waukegan Publ ic Library, 128 County St . , and at the U .S . ERA Region V
Office of Publ ic Affairs , 230 South Dearborn St. , Chicago, IL 60604;
(3 12 ) 886-6128. Comments should be addressed to the .attention of Vanessa
Musgrave, at the above address.

#
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Coined Str«>EPA EnvironmentalJCEWSRELEASE
States

Env i ronmenta l
Protec t ion
Agency
Region V
230 S Dearborn St
Chicago, IL 60604

Media Contact: Robert Martian
(312L886-6588

For Immediate Release: June 19, 1984
No. 84- 15 1

ir (^U.S . ERA AND JOHNS-MANVILLE REACH ACCORD ON INVEST^ATIO^, OF <^KEGAN FACILITYh V^»The U .S . Environmental Protect ion Agency (U.S.'t^) Region V^nounced
V ̂  '""^ s^/y\P C* iSss)today that the Agency and Johns-Manville Sales Corp. h>ye^ntered^pfj£o an

*<L.administrat ive consent order under which the corporation wirj* conduct an
invest igat ion at its Waukegan, 1 1 1 . , facility to determine the extent and
impact of environmental contamination which may have resulted from past on-
site disposal pract ices . Johns-Manvi l l e has been d ispos ing of asbestos
wastes and other hazardous waste on its Waukegan facility since 1923.

In issuing the order today for the U .S . ERA, Regional Administrator
Valdas V. Adamkus sa id that Johns-Manv i l l e wi l l also propose to the Agency
a cleanup plan to rectify any environmental problems resulting from its
disposal practices that may be identified by the corporat ion's s ite invest-
igation. Additionally, the corporation has agreed to pay the Federal
Government $43,735 as reimbursement for investigative costs incurred by
the U .S . ERA on this matter s ince August 26, 1982 . The reimbursement is
to be made to the Federal Government's Hazardous Substance Response Trust
Fund.

Adamkus noted that the August 26th date is the same date that the cor-
poration fi led for reorganization in the United States Bankruptcy Court.
And , that the consent order is subject to Bankruptcy Court approval and
to any modif icat ions that might become necessary as a result of comments
rece ived dur ing a 30-day pub l i c comment per iod .

- MORE -
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The administrative consent order is avai lable for public review by
contacting Vanessa Musgrave, Office of Public Affairs, U.S. ERA Region V,
230 S. Dearborn St . , Chicago, IL 60604; ( 3 1 2 ) 886-6128.

I # I



Manville Service CorporationKen-Caryl Ranch
Denver, Colorado 80217
303 978-2000

March 23, 1984

Manville

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region 5
230 South Dearborn Street
Chicago, Illinois 60604

Attention: Norman Niedergang, P.E.
Reference: Supplemental General Conditions and Specifications

Geotechnical and Hydrological Investigation
Waste Disposal Site Study
Waukegan Illinois Plant
Project S94-3224

Dear Mr. Niedergang:
This letter is to advise you of the additions, deletions, and/or
revisions made to the above referenced document as compared to the
submittal dated February 14, 1984. Since this document will be used in
the bid package, we are submitting the above referenced document as a
unit for your review.
The changes are as follows:

Supplemental General Conditions
Asterik footnote at bottom of page SGC-1.

Speci fications
Paragraph . Remarks
1 .2.1 Complete revision - added 1 .2. 1 . 1

thru 1 .2 . 1 .5 . Added second
statement under 1 .2 . 1 .5 .

1 .2 .5 Added statement.
1 .3, 1.4 Complete new sub-paragraph.
3 .2 , 3.4 Revised statement.
4.1 . 1 Numbered existing statement.
4.2 .5 Completed sub-paragraph.
6.0 Revised last sentence.



March 23, 1984
Project S94-3224
Page 2

Specifications (continued)
8.1 /

9.1 .3 -
9.1 .4 ^
9.1 .5 thru 9 . 1 .7
9.1 .8 /-
9.2.4 -/
9.4.1 , 9.4.2, 9.4.3 -
9.4.4 ^
9.4.5 -"
10.2.1, 10.2.2 ."
10.4.3
10.4.4, 10.6.1 ^
10.6.2 x
10.6.6 —
11 .2.3 ^
11.4.2
11 .4.3, 11.4.4

Drawings
Dwg. No.
36121-4

36122-4

Very truly yours

Revised site survey control
requirements.
Completely revised sub-paragraph.
Added sub-paragraph.
Renumbered.
Added sub-paragraph.
Added statement.
Revised statements.
Completely revised sub-paragraph.
Revised quantity and statement.
Added sub-paragraphs.
Revised statement.
Completely revised sub-paragraph.
Added sub-paragraph.
Deleted sub-paragraph.
Added statement.
Added sub-paragraph.
Renumbered.

Remarks
Relocated disposal on-site ground
water monitoring well south of
sludge disposal pit.
Relocated three east-west soil
boring sites in disposal pit areas
Relocated north soil boring site
on J-M property.

James H . Whipple
3r. Staff Engineer



March 23, 1984
Project S94-3224
Page 3

Distribution:
C. Bowers 1-01 w/o enclosure
D. Burford 1-06 w/enclosure
J. Crawford 2-09 w/enclosure
C. lown SHW Chicago w/enclosure
S. Moser 2-16 w/enclosure
L. Mutaw Waukegan w/o enclosure
C. Nerheira 3-27 w/o enclosure
S. Ng 3-25 w/o enclosure
J. Scott Waukegan w/enclosure
T. Van der Veer 3-26 w/o enclosure
Central File S94-3224

Enclosure:
Suppl. Gen. Cond's and Spec's dated March 23, 1984 w/attachments,
Tables 1 & 2, Proposed Groundwater Monitoring Well Details
Drawings No. 36121-4 & 36122-4



SUPPLEMENTAL GENERAL CONDITIONS
AND

SPECIFICATIONS
FOR

GEOTECHNICAL AND HYDROLOGICAL INVESTIGATION
OF THE

WASTE DISPOSAL SITE STUDY
AT

JOHNS-MANVILLE SALES CORPORATIONUAUKEGAN, ILLINOIS PLANT
PROJECT: S94-3224

Prepared by: Manvi l le Service Corporation
P. 0. Box 5108Denver, CO 80217
March 23, 1984
Submitted to Illinois EPA and USEPA
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SUPPLEMENTAL GENERAL CONDITIONS
1 .0 General

1.1 The work to be completed under this contract includes theobtaining of all necessary permits, (see SGC paragraph 1 1 .0 ,Codes and Ordinances) furnishing all tools, equipment,labor, and materials (unless specifically omitted herein)necessary to complete the geotechnical and hydrologicalinvestigation of the waste disposal site study at ourWaukegan, Illinois plant, as specifically outlined under"Scope of Work" below.
1.2 Without prejudice to the foregoing, the quality ofconsultant services shall be as stipulated in thesespecifications and all work done by the Consultant shall becompleted to the satisfaction of the Owner. The Owner shallrequire that all field and laboratory work will beaccomplished per acceptable industry testing standards.
1.3 The waste disposal site for this investigation has been inuse since 1922. The topography varies and it is assumedthat the area was originally a marsh similar to the statepark immediately to the north of this property. The sitepresently consists of solid waste disposal areas and aprocess closed water system. The closed water systemconsists of three (3) pump effluent points discharging intoa series of settling basins with the water returning'to theplant via the Industrial Canal along the north side. Thesite is bounded by Lake Michigan on the east, IllinoisBeach State Park on the north, an old city dump site on thewest, and a fossil fuel electrical power generating stationon the south.

2.0 Scope of Work
2.1 See specifications, paragraph 1 .0 .

3.0 Work Not Included
3.1 See specifications, paragraph 2.0.

4.0 Work Schedule
4.1 Upon award of Contract, Consultant shall proceed immediatelywith ordering the required materials. Provide a safety,technical, and site preparation program for approval by theOwner and governmental agencies prior to starting fieldwork.
4.2 Start Field Work - Consultant shall start actual fieldactivities on *(May 1, 1984) . Consultant may move onto siteand set up field office prior to this date.
4.3 Completion of Work - The Owner requires that the workincluded under this contract shall be completed by

* (October 31 , 1984 ) .
*Dates to be final ized by mutual agreement with I l l inois EPA and USEPA

SGC-1-
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4.4 Consultant will be required to prepare immediately aftercontract award a detailed schedule incorporating dates shownabove.
4.5 Consultant agrees in acceptance of schedule that he canproperly man project within terms and conditions of contract.

5.0 Owner Supplied Material
Not Applicable.

6.0 Special Inspections and Tests
Not Applicable.

7.0 Responsibility for Loss of Materials
The Owner will not be responsible for the Consultant's loss oftools, materials, etc. The Consultant must safeguard his ownproperty.

8.0 Approved Applicators
Not Applicable.

9.0 Safety, Fire Protection
The Consultant shall adhere strictly to all local, state, OSHA andPlant rules and regulations for industrial construction.
The Owner and/or Owner's Representative are not responsible forthe Consultant's compliance with any applicable safetyrequirements, but is empowered to stop any activities of theConsultant (or its employees) that he considers dangerous.

10 .0 Cleanup
The Consultant shall maintain the work area in a clean andsatisfactory manner. Do not allow debris to accumulate. Aclean-up shall be made once a week or as directed by the Ownerand/or Owner's Representative. Construction debris must beremoved from site. No dumping or burning will be allowed onOwner's property.

1 1 . 0 Codes and Ordinances
All construction shall comply strictly with all local, state andFederal codes and/or ordinances where such is applicable. It willbe the Consultant's duty and responsibility to obtain the requiredapprovals and all necessary permits, except that the Owner willobtain any EPA permits required.

SGC-2-



12 .0 Change Orders
12 . 1 Consultant shall provide the Owner with a typewritten feeschedule for those professional and technical services tobe used in the completion of this contract. Any additionsand/or deletions to this contract's scope of work shall beaccomplished by issuance of a change order based upon thisfee schedule.
12.2 Quoted prices, submitted by the Consultant on all changeorders over $1 ,000, including firm price changes, must becompletely documented. This would include completedetailed estimates, with man-hours, material quantities,etc. The formula and percentages of Article VI of thecontract shall be used for all change orders.
12.3 The above applies to all sub-contractors' prices to theConsultant unless changed otherwise by the Owner.
12.4 No requests for contract extras will be honored unlessOwner's representative is notified prior to start of anywork considered to be extra by Consultant.

1 3 .0 Site Visits
The Consultant has visited the site with the Owner'srepresentative and acquainted himself with existing conditions.The Consultant shall, at no time after the visit, assert thatthere is any misunderstanding in regard to the nature or extent ofthe work or working conditions.

14.0 Facilities and Services by Owner
14 . 1 Exterior electrical and water services are not available inthe immediate disposal site. Consultant shall makearrangements for portable sources if services are required.
14.2 Uncovered storage space is available.
14 .3 The Owner will not unload any of the Consultant's materialor equipment.
14 .4 If Consultant employee parking should be required, it willbe in areas designated by the Owner. The Consultant shallbe responsible for the maintenance and security of this areaas directed by the Owner if such maintenance and security isnot presently provided by the Owner.
14.5 Consultant access to the disposal site shall be through agate designated by the Owner. The Consultant shall beresponsible also for the maintenance and security of thisaccess point as directed by the Owner. This access pointwill be for Consultant and sub-contractors only.
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14 .6 The Consultant shall provide toilet facilities for hispersonnel. The Owner's toilet facilities and lunchrooms arenot to be used by Consultant 's personnel.
1 5 .0 Other Contracts

The Owner may have separate contracts in force at the same timeand in the same areas. It will be important that this Consultantschedule his work and cooperate with Contractors already on site.
16 .0 Owner's Operations

16 . 1 The Consultant shall not interfere in any way with theOwner's present operations. The Consultant shall not removeany existing construction without prior approval from theOwner. The Owner's operations must be maintained at alltimes.
1 6 .2 This plant is in operation twenty-four (24) hours per day,seven (7) days per week. The Consultant shall not make anyconnections to existing services that will interfere withplant operation. Any such connections that are required inaccordance with the specifications and drawings shall beauthorized by and accomplished under the supervision of theOwner's Representative.

17 .0 Standards
References made to trade, technical, governmental or other codes,standards or specifications shall be Interpreted as minimums andnot maximums.

18 .0 Welding
Not applicable.

19 .0 Shop Drawings
Not applicable.

20.0 Operating Manuals
Not Applicable.

21 .0 Invoicing
Consultant will be expected to break down his lump sum price andsubmit monthly bil l ings on special form attached to thesespecifications. The Owner's Representative must review andapprove the breakdown of funds on the invoice prior to the firstsubmission of invoice.

22 .0 Field Measurements
Consultant shall be responsible for the taking of all field
measurements and the checking for any interferences beforestarting field work. Consultant shall notify Owner'sRepresentative of any changes required to clear exist ingfacilities.
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23.0 Attachments to Steel Roof
Not Applicable.

24.0 Job Accidents
24.1 Consultant has the responsibility of notifying the Owner'sRepresentative of all accidents to the Consultant's orSub-Contractor's personnel.
24.2 In the case of a lost-time accident, the Owner'sRepresentative must be notified immediately. In all cases,a written report must be made within two days of an accident.

25.0 No Smoking Policy
25.1 The Consultant is advised that smoking is prohibited in allareas of this plant site.
25.2 This regulation applies not only to Consultant's personnelworking on site, but to his vendors, truck drivers, etc.,who visit the site.
25 .3 If someone is smoking, they will be asked to extinguishtheir smoking material. Non-compliance with this requestwill result in the individual or Consultant being asked toleave the premises.
25 .4 There will be no exceptions made to this regulation.

26.0 Asbestos Containing Materials
The consultant shall comply with all Occupational Safety andHealth Administration (OSHA), Environmental Protection Agency(EPA), and all state and local regulations for the safe handlingof asbestos-containing materials. This includes all proceduresand, specifically, procedures for the tearout or removal ofexisting asbestos-containing materials. Asbestos-containingwastes generated from removal of old asbestos-containing materialsshall be handled and disposed of according to OSHA, EPA, and stateand local regulations.
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27.0 Drawings
Dwg. Ho. Title Remarks
36121-4 Proposed GroundwaterMonitoring Well Locations
36122-4 Proposed Soil SamplingLocations
42000-1 Topographic Map The Sidwell Co. drawingWaste Disposal Site Study Job No. T2-020

Reference Drawings
B36014-4 Proposed Constr. Areas, General Plant Layout,Waste Disposal Site Study Clearing & Grading Phase

36123-4 Proposed Warning Sign Work by OthersLocation
A41827-1 Proposed Constr. Areas, Topographic Map,Waste Disposal Site Study Clearing & Grading Phase
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GEOTECHNICAL AND HYDROLOGICAL INVESTIGATION
SPECIFICATIONS

Waukegan - Waste Disposal Site StudyProject S94-3224

1.0 Scope of Work
1.1 The field work area for this investigation shall be confinedto the Johns-Manville Sales Corporation, Waukegan, Illinoisplant property as shown on contract drawings, seeSupplemental General Conditions, paragraph 27 .0 , page SGC -6.
1.2 The geotechnical and hydrological investigation shallconsist of the following phases:

1 .2.1 WorK Plan Preparation.
This phase should include the following items:
1 .2 . 1 . 1 Site Health and Safety Plan.
1 . 2 . 1 . 2 Quality Assurance Project Plan.
1 . 2 . 1 . 3 Field Protocols.
1 . 2 . 1 .4 Subcontractor Procurement.
1 . 2 . 1 . 5 Site Safety and Decontamination Facilities.
The initial site visit portion normally associatedwith this phase will be completed during biddingphase prior to issuance of contract.
See paragraphs 1.3 and 1.4 for submittalrequi rements.

1 . 2 . 2 Soil Sampling and Analysis.
1 . 2 . 3 Groundwater Monitoring Well Installation.
1 . 2 . 4 Groundwater Quality Sampling and Analysis.
1 . 2 . 5 Preparation and Submittal of Technical Report.

The report shall include the technical memorandumsfor the soil and water sampling and analysis.
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1.3 Within thirty (30) days from award of contract-and prior tothe initiation of any site worTTthe Consultant shall submit
to the Owner, Illinois EPA, and USEPA for approval of thefollowing documents and/or plans:
1 .3 . 1 Site Health and Safety Plan.
1 . 3 . 2 Quality Assurance Project Plan.
1 . 3 . 3 Field Protocals.

—— --- • - >1.4 Prior to the initiation of any site work, the Consultantshall submit to the Owner only for approval of the followingdocuments and/or plans:
1 .4 . 1 Subcontractor Procurement.

\_1 .4.2 Site Safety and Decontamination Facilities.
2.0 Work Not Included

2.1 Site Data
The collection and cataloging of existing site data todevelop a bibliography of the existing disposal site. Thenecessary information for this function will be provided bythe Owner.

2.2 Topographic Survey
A recent topographic map will be provided by the Owner. Seecontract drawing list.

2.3 Warning Sign Installation
The installation of warning signs will be completed underseparate contract issued by the Johns-Manvil le WaukeganPlant, see Drawing No. 36123-4.
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3.0 Site Health and Safety Plan
Prior to the initiation of any on-site drilling, several itemsshall be provided and/or procedures established by theConsultant. The work under this section shall consist of thefollowing:
3.1 Documentation of Field Data and Laboratory Work.

Standard forms shall be required for boring logs, chain ofcustody records, field and laboratory notebooks, samplelabels, etc.
3.2 Site Safety

Site safety program shall be developed in accordance withapproved operating procedures. These procedures shall bedistributed to all field personnel including subcontractors.Standard safety practices for drilling shall be adhered toincluding periodic checking of equipment.
3.3 Emergency Procedures

A person shall be required on-site at all times that istrained in emergency first aid. Arrangements shall be madein advance for emergency medical treatment, postingtelephone numbers for emergency and ambulance services, andname, directions, telephone number of nearest medicalfacilities.
3.4 Personnel Protective Equipment

See Supplemental General Conditions, paragraph 26 .0 , pageSGC-5, and Site Safety Decontamination Facilities, paragraph7.0, page 5 of the specifications.
3. 5 Weather

Under extreme weather conditions, an assessment will be madefor the necessity of additional protection and/or monitoringof personnel (e .g . , for heat stress).
3.6 A decontamination program will be established for personnelleaving the disposal site.
3.7 The Site Health and Safety Plan shall be consistent with 4Adwork performed and comply with the following:

3 .7 . 1 USEPA - Occupational Health and Safety Manual
3 .7 .2 USEPA Order 1440. 1 - Respiratory Protection
3 . 7 . 3 USEPA Order 1440.3 - Health and Safety Requirements

for Employees Engaged in Fie ld Activit ies
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3 . 7 . 4 USEPA - Interim Standard Operating Safety Guides
3 . 7 . 5 Illinois Occupational Safety and Health Act
3 .7 .6 Actual disposal site conditions

4.0 Quality Assurance Project Plan
4.1 The Consultant shall develop a quality assurance projectplan for the sampling, analysis, and data handling of thevarious soil and water samples. The plan shall beconsistent with the requirements of:

4. 1 . 1 USEPA QAMS-005/80 Interim Guidel ines andSpecifications for Preparing Quality AssuranceProject Plans
4.2 The Consultant shall use acceptable Q .A . /Q .C . programs.Specific items of concern that shall be satisfactorilycomplied with as follows:

4.2 . 1 Equipment shall be maintained and calibrated atregular intervals.
4.2 .2 Procedures for sampling shall follow ASTM methodsand/or adhere to EPA guidelines.
4 .2 .3 Standard field notebooks shall be used duringsampling to record all information and observations.
4 .2 .4 Work shal"! be carried out only by qualifiedpersonnel.
4 . 2 . 5 Sample custody shall be documented by theConsultant's procedures while in-house, and by EPAguidelines outlined "Test Methods for EvaluatingSolids Waste (EPA-SW-846, 1980)" as necessary. Inaddition overall sample custody shall comply withparagraph 4 . 1 . 1 above.

5.0 Field Protocols
The Consultant shall develop field protocols for various
situations that may occur during the field phase. Situations toplan for but not limited to:
5.1 Decontamination of equipment, and sampling equipment betweensampling.
5.2 Disposal procedures of any contaminated soi ls , groundwaters, etc.
5.3 Hole abandonment procedures.
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6.0 Sub-Contractors Procurement
The Consultant shall submit the required documents to theirprospective sub-contractors for bidding various work to besub-contracted. Consultant shall submit the name/3 of sub-contractor/3 and scope of work to be performed for approval by theOwner.

7.0 Site Safety Decontamination Facilities
7.1 The Consultant shall provide site safety and decontaminationfacilities. A combination decontamination and officetrailer shall be supplied for site use by all fieldpersonnel. In addition, personal air samplers shall be wornby all field personnel to monitor airborne asbestos.Filters will be analyzed for asbestos fibers.
7.2 It is assumed that the site health and safety assessmentrecommends Level C protection for all on-site activities.The Consultant shall use disposable personal protectiveclothing and decontamination materials.

8.0 Site Survey
8.1 The Consultant shall retain a registered Illinois landsurveyor to provide temporary on-site bench marks from whichdrill crews shall establish locations and surface elevationsof each boring. The survey tolerance shall be as follows:

8. 1 . 1 All boring locations: Horiz. - _+ 1 ft.8. 1 .2 Ground water monitoring wells, Vert. Elev -
+ 0.01 ft.8 . 1 .3 Soil borings, Vert. Elev. -+ 0.1 ft

8.2 The actual location of the borings per drawings to be withinone (1) foot _+ in any horizontal direction due to ongoingactivities at the site and/or nature of the waste fillmaterial.
9.0 Soil Sampling and Analysis

9.1 The Consultant shall determine whether the surface, nearsurface, and subsurface soils are contaminated withhazardous substances. This shall include samples from bothfill materials and natural underlying soils where practical.
9 . 1 . 1 Disposal on-site and perimeter (disposal off-site)soil samples shall be analyzed for the presence ofsubstances identified in paragraph 9 .2 .

Representative surface and near-surface soil samplescould be obtained with a solid-stem hand auger.
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9.1.2 Surface and near-surface samples shall be taken at0.0 to 0.5 foot and 1.0 to 1.5 feet typically atfour (4) places at each location. The samples willbe composites from the locations at the two depthintervals. The proposed on-site and perimetersampling locations are shown on contract drawings.Sampling equipment shall be decontaminated betweensamples.
9.1.3 From the disposal on-site soil borings,representative subsurface samples shall be obtainedat two and one-half (2 .5 ) foot intervals in thewaste fill mater ia l . [ I n order to minimize thepossibility of contaminating the underlying naturalsoils, the soil borings through the waste fillmaterial shal 1/vpenetrate approximately one (1) footwfce- the underlying natural soils. This penetration

shall be to obtain one (1) sample onlyTj Upon fielddetermination of the total depth of waste fillmaterial at each boring hole, the Consultant shallreview with the Owner as to what percentage of thefill samples will be analyzed. The remainder shallbe properly stored for future analysis if required.
9.1.4 Continuous sampling from the perimeter (disposaloff-site) soil boring holes shall be obtained to adepth of thirty (30) feet r -,- ,... *s ?: - - < - .
9.1.5 The soil borings shall be made with a standard 61/4" O .D . hollow stem auger. Sample shall beobtained using split spoon sampling or thin walltubes, as field conditions permit, following ASTMprocedures.
9.1.6 All sampling and testing shall conform to guidelinesin the User ' s Guide to the US EPA ContractLaboratory Program (CLP) prepared by the SampleManagement Office of CLP and published in August1982.
9.1.7 Cuttings can be disposed of on site.
9.1.8 All samples and data obtained should be stored fortwelve ( 12 ) months after completion of laboratorywork. The Owner shall be notified prior todisposing of the samples.

-6-



0444W

9.2 Soil samples would be analyzed for:
9.2. 1 Asbestos fibers
9 .2 .2 Engineering properties (sieve, specific gravity,moisture content, Atterberg limits, permeability).
9 .2 .3 Inorganic Analysis Data Sheet (Table 1)
9.2 .4 Organic Analysis Data Sheet (Table 2)

Non-priority pollutant hazardous substances listcompounds may be deleted except for Xylene.
9 .2 .5 Thiram

9.3 A technical memorandum describing the soil sampling andanalysis program shall be prepared. The technicalmemorandum shall include a description of the samplingprocedure, a summary of the laboratory test results, andcopies of the laboratory data sheets. Five (5) copies ofthe technical memorandum shall be submitted to the Owner andIllinois EPA, and USERA.
9.4 For the purpose of completing a bid estimate, the followingassumptions can be used for estimated quantities:

9.4 . 1 Ten ( 10) surface soil locations at the boring siteswith composite samples from four places at eachlocation.
9 . 4 . 2 Forty (40) surface and near-surface soil sampleslisted in paragraph 9.4. 1 above shall be analyzedfor asbestos fibers, organic and inorganic packages,.„--.. Thiram, and Xylene.
9 .4 .3 Eighty-four (84) subsurface soil samples from thewaste fill material shall be taken, (30 1 depth 72.5 ' intervals) x 7 holes, (6 soil boring and 1well).
9 .4 .4 Twenty-four (24) subsurface soil samples shall beanalyzed for asbestos fibers, organic and inorganicpackages, Thiram and Xylene. The samples shallconsist of twelve ( 12) waste fill material samples(2 samples per 7 disposal on-site holes) and ten( 10) natural soil samples (1 sample per each boringhole).
9 . 4 . 5 One hundred and twenty ( 120 ) lineal feet ofcontinuous soil sampling, 30' depth x 4 perimeter(disposal off-site) holes.
9 .4 .6 Site sampling team consists of one engineeringgeologist/geotechnical engineer/hydrogeologist, and

two technicians.
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1 0 .0 Groundwater Monitoring Well Installation
10 . 1 The Consultant shall install groundwater monitoring wells atlocations shown on the contract drawings.
1 0 . 2 These wells shall be used to determine whether the nearsurface groundwater is contaminated with hazardoussubstances. The wells shall be drilled through the disposalfill and into the top of the natural ground layer.

10 .2 . 1 The disposal on-site well/s that are drilled throughthe waste fill material shall be drilled thirty (30)feet into the underlying natural soils.
1 0 . 2 . 2 The perimeter (disposal off-site) wells shall bedrHJ cd thi rty- (30>—feet^into- the-natural -s<H4s-.

10 .3 Screen positions shall be determined'in the field based^onthe subsurface conditions.
10 .4 The monitoring wells shall be constructed in compliance withFederal and State regulations. Well dril l ing andinstallation shall be logged and inspected by a qualifiedhydrogeologi st/geotechnical engineer/engineering geologist.

General requirements are:
10 .4 . 1 All drilling equipment, pipe, and materials shall bedecontaminated before dril l ing.
10 .4 .2 Eight (8) inch minimum diameter boreholes shall bedrilled with a hollow stem auger or cable tool drillrig.
1 0 .4 . 3 From the disposal on-site groundwater monitoring

well/s, representative subsurface soil samples shallbe obtained at two and one-half (2 .5 ) feet intevalsin the waste fill material using a standardsplit-spoon sampler (ASTM D 1586) until naturalground is reached.
1 0 . 4 . 4 A continuous sample of the natural ground.'' No soilsamples/ftill be taken during the drilling operationsfor the perimeter (disposal off-site) ground water
7 monitoring wells.
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1 0 . 4 . 5 The monitoring wells shall be constructed as perdetails attached to these specifications.
10 .4 .6 Wells shall be developed with air, bailing, orsurging techniques after installation.
1 0 . 4 . 7 All drill ing equipment, pipe, and materials shall bedecontaminated before proceeding to the next hole.
10 .4.8 Top of casing elevations shall be obtained for allwells to within 0.01 foot.
10 .4 .9 Field hydraulic conductivity tests would beconducted on some wells if aquifer characteristicspermit.
1 0 . 4 . 1 0 All samples (groundwater and soil) and data ob-tained shall be stored for twelve ( 12 ) monthsafter completion of laboratory work. The Ownershall be notified prior to disposing of thesamples.

10 .5 A technical memorandum describing the groundwater monitoringwell installation shall be prepared. The technicalmemorandum shall include a description of the drill ing andinstallation of wells and a summary of the field testresults. Five (5) copies of the technical memorandum shallbe submitted to the Owner, Illinois ERA, and USEPA.
10 .6 For the purpose of completing a bid estimate, the followingassumptions can be used for estimated quantities:

10 .6 . 1 Two hundred and ten (210) lineal feet of drillingand well installation./
Disposal on-site, 1 well = 60 IfPerimeter (disposal off -site), 5x30 If = 150 If

10 .6 .2 Thirty (30) lineal feet of representative soilsampling.
10 .6 .3 Site drilling and sampling team consists of oneengineering geologist/geotechnical engineer/hydrogeologist, and two technicians.
1 0 . 6 .4 Field hydraulic conductivity tests shall beperformed by site sampling team personnel.
10 .6 .5 All water used or discharged in the drilling process

and all drill cuttings can be disposed of on site.
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1 1 . 0 Groundwater Quality Sampling and Anaylsis
1 1 . 1 The Consultant shall provide water quality data fordetermining whether the groundwater is contaminated withhazardous substances. Water quality samples shall beanalyzed for the presence of substances identified inparagraph 1 1 . 2 . Representative samples shall be obtainedfrom each new monitoring well. Sampling equipment shall be

decontaminated between samples. All sampling and testingshall conform to guidelines in the User ' s Guide to the US
EPA CLP prepared by the Sample Management Office of CLP andpublished in August 1982.

1 1 . 2 Groundwater samples shall be analyzed for:
1 1 . 2 . 1 Asbestos fibers
1 1 . 2 . 2 Inorganic Analysis Data Sheet (Table 1)
1 1 . 2 . 3 Organic Analysis Data Sheet (Table 2)

Non-priority pollutant hazardous substances listcompounds may be deleted except of Xylene.
1 1 . 2 .4 Thiram

1 1 . 3 A technical memorandum describing the groundwater samplingand analysis program shall be prepared. The memorandumshall recommend whether or not additional groundwater wellsand sampling may be required based on the findings. Thetechnical memorandum shall include a description of thesampling procedure, a summary of the laboratory testresults, and copies of the laboratory data sheets. Five (5)copies of the technical memorandum shall be submitted to theOwner, Illinois EPA, and USEPA.
1 1 . 4 For the purpose of completing a bid estimate, the followingassumptions can be used for estimated quantities:

1 1 . 4 . 1 Six groundwater samples analyzed.
1 1 . 4 . 2 Twelve ( 12 ) subsurface soil samples from the wastefill material shall be taken. Two (2) samples shallbe analyzed. These quantities have been included inparagraphs 9 .4 .3 and 9 .4 .4 .
1 1 . 4 . 3 Site sampling team consists of one geotechnical

engineer/engineering geologist/hydrogeologist, andtwo technicians.
1 1 . 4 . 4 All water purged from the wel ls during the samplingcan be disposed of on site.
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Sample No.

INORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET

LAB NAME CASE NO.
LAB SAMPLE ID. NO.

1. Aluminum
2. Chromium
3. Barium
4. Beryllium
5. Cobalt
(• Copper
7. Iron
ft. Nickel
9. Manganese

OC REPORT NO.

TASK 1 (Elements to be Identified and Measured)
ug/l or mg/kg(circle one)

10. Zinc
ug/l or mgAg(circle one)

11. Boron
12. Vanadium
13. Silver

1.
2.

Arsenic
Antimony
Seienium

ft. Thallium

TASK-2 (Elements to be Identified and Measured)
ug/l or mgAg(circle one)

5. Mercurv
Tin6.

7. Cadmium
1. Lead___

ug/l or mgAg(circle one)

COMMENTS:

TASK 3 (Elements to be Identified and Measured)
ug/l or mgAg(circle one)

1. Ammonia_____________________
2. Cyanide_______________________
3. SuJfide

recycled paper



TASLE

ORCAMC3 ANALYSIS DATA SHEZT

I Laboratory
Life Samplt I»D. Not

Not

FT*
(21 A]
I22A)
(2»A)
OlA)

(37 A)
(MA)

(••A)
U3A)

(tftl
CS!
(SB)

(12B1
(1SB)
(20 B>

(14?!
(275}

{14 8)

(396)
(WJB)
(•IB)

IJ75I
(5JB)
OB)
(J5B)
(34B)
(42S>
(4JB)
(**6)
•UB)
'.MS)

Mult«kly Detection Umia by I Q or 10
AOD COM POUNDS

QC Report Not
(OwckBnfor

CAS*
S144.7 ?.»,<- »ieMero»h€Twl (738)

CAS*
W-J2J

Fietar)
BASE/NtUTXAI. COUMXJNO5

b«nxe(a)7*rcn«
(circl.

(7»B) b«nte(b)fluar»nt>wn«
9J.37.1 C75B)

I20-43.2 2.»-diehlaroof»«nol (7(8)
OA) 103-47.9 2.t-dimeth*l»*<enol

tt-73-3 2. nivoorwnel (TIB) 120. 1 2 -7 antfracmc
100-07-7 *-nitrer*wrx>l
JI-2US 2,*-4iniotooh*nol HOB) 14-73-7 Ouorm«

J3»-32.l (ttB) 13JI-* ^wtantitrcn*
17-44.5 ptnuehlerootenol (S2S) 13.70.3 «ib«nzo<aJO*nthr*ctre

IOJ-13-2 (I3B) 193-3 Vt
(I»B)

COUTOUNOS
I2J-00-C yrrtr«

«J-12.» VOLATtUS
17-J7-J idim (2V1 107J32J

1JOJ2.I (JV) 107.13-1 tcrrlanin-i!*
(•V) 71-0-J

(7.77.1 J4-73-5
bb<2<-«Morrwihvl)«Tncr iOl-W-7

(10V) 107.04-2 l.2.4ic*lorociMn«
(11 VI 71-JJ-4 t.l.l-(r<enloroct*an«
(13V) 7J.3U.3

ditftle 79-00- J
(IJV) 79-3»-J

4G4-20-2 2.4-dinitrotolum*
122-H-7 U^

fluararrrhr-*

( I4V1
(19V)
(23V)

73 JO.)
t lO-?3-S
47^4.3

CMoroethanc
2-0lero*tfvtvn<
»iereform

IV|»-W

(29V) 73-!S-a t.:-4icMsre«t?<e*e
(30V) IJ4-40-3 trani. UHS^cfM^re«•^*n«
(32V) n-17-J I^^K^ieraemvx
O3V)

^^J 10041-01-0)
S7.U.) r«>jcMereeuudi«n« (JJV1

73-99.1
7S-5S-I ia JkJV)

(»4V«
(»7V) 73-:j-7
(UV) 73.27-* brr»w.3d)olixem«rn»Ae

1 I7J 1 .7 ba (7^ ^rO o«if\«Ut« (XV) . 7 1-4 JiCMai-M3ilI'>ororr.(N»r^
D.il.7 bcnryl Sitvl eMrhaUt*
JJ* -n di-n-buTYl pf>tr\«l*;e

<J,rth.( ( 17V) r9JJi-4
1 3 1 . HO U1VI



ORGANIC ANALYSIS DATA SHEET Samp* Number

I
bermwry Nwnet ,
a Sampl* LO. Not.

Cue Not
QC Report Not

Multiply Dete«i« Umits by I Q or 10 Q <C«e* Bo* (or Appropmt* Facwr)
pesnaoes pesnaoes

FT* CAS*
309-00-7 aMrin

(eirct«on«)
(I03P1 J15J3-7

ft.\SE;NKmtAL COMPpCiNOS
U.»O iHilifa^X^X^
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